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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR COCHRAN
FOOD SAFETY INITIATIVE

Question. FDA’s fiscal year 1999 budget includes $74 million for the Administra-
tion’s food safety initiative, a $50 million increase over the fiscal year 1998 level
of $24 million. What is being accomplished with the $24 million provided for this
initiative and what is the justification for the significant increase requested for this
initiative for fiscal year 1999?

Answer. The fiscal year 1998 Food Safety Initiative, FSI, request represented the
first installment on a major government-wide effort to reduce foodborne illness
through significant enhancements to food safety and public health systems that
were designed in the early part of this century. The requested fiscal year 1999 FSI
increase represents a second installment, and has two major objectives. One is to
permit FDA to work jointly with other federal agencies, including USDA, EPA, and
CDC, and the states to strengthen and expand the food safety activities underway
and build on gains made with the fiscal year 1998 resources. The second objective
is to increase the emphasis on ensuring the safety of domestic and imported fresh
produce in response to the President’s October 2, 1997, directive to ensure the safety
of fresh produce.

With the requested resources, FDA and its federal and state partners will be able
to respond more rapidly and effectively to a wide range of health threats posed by
foodborne hazards, including emerging pathogens, natural toxins, and antimicrobial
resistant pathogens. These expanded efforts are needed to permit the Nation’s food
safety regulatory systems to deliver on national goals related to protecting and im-
proving the health and well-being of our citizens.

One example is in research conducted at FDA’s National Center for Toxicological
Research, NCTR. Part of their research focus with fiscal year 1999 funding will be
in the areas of pathogen identification, antibiotic resistance, microbial risk assess-
ment and foodborne contamination, to include exploring the prevalence of resistance
determinants in microorganisms and how these determinants are affected by selec-
tive pressure from the environment. Other studies will be initiated to evaluate the
bioremediation of veterinary drug residues in the environment and to develop proce-
dures to measure pathogens in animal feeds.

Other examples of this increased effort are to enhance surveillance systems by ex-
panding the ongoing systematic collection, analysis, and interpretation of anti-
microbial susceptibility surveillance data, which will enable FDA to ensure accurate
and valid information that can be used to minimize further the transmission of re-
sistant pathogens through the food chain. FDA plans to increase the overall capac-
ity—the number of microbial isolates in the database—of the National Antimicrobial
Susceptibility Monitoring Program by 20 percent in order to ensure a high likelihood
of detection of emerging resistance trends in zoonotic enteric pathogens. Educational
partnership agreements with state and local agencies will be initiated and use exist-
ing mechanisms such as Cooperative Extension and professional associations to
strengthen and implement programs to educate producers, veterinarians, state and
local regulators about proper drug use and the incorporation of HACCP principles
to reduce foodborne pathogens into industry quality assurance programs to ensure
public health by minimizing the occurrence of residues in edible tissues. Improved
and more standardized risk assessments would permit the ranking of food safety
concerns to provide for better public health protection and more efficient utilization
of resources. These initiatives will also improve the utility of confidence in risk as-
sessment among scientists and the general public by providing for more transparent
risk analysis. These initiatives will provide better risk assessments in order to set
priorities, to evaluate surveillance plans, risk reduction strategies, and research pro-
grams for improving food safety.

The second objective of the fiscal year 1999 Food Safety Initiative is to increase
the emphasis on ensuring the safety of domestic and imported fresh produce in re-
sponse to the President’s October 2, 1997, directive to ensure the safety of fresh
produce. The President’s Fresh Produce Initiative is designed to expand the scope
and focus of the original FSI and to develop and implement strategies required to
address more effectively critical safety issues associated with fresh produce. Over
the past several years, several major foodborne illness outbreaks have been associ-
ated with the consumption of fresh fruits and vegetables or fruit and vegetable prod-
ucts. These include outbreaks linked to Cyclospora contamination of raspberries im-
ported from Guatemala and domestically-produced apple juice contaminated with E.
coli O157:H7. Also, Salmonella contamination has been found on melons and other
produce.
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There are several important food safety issues that necessitate a special focus on
hazardous microbial contamination of fresh produce. One is the low rate of monitor-
ing provided annually for imported produce products. With existing resources, FDA
examines for microbial contamination only about 0.2 percent of the approximately
430,000 import entries of fresh produce for microbial contamination. Also, it is an-
ticipated that the per capita consumption of fresh produce will increase significantly
in the future as health conscious consumers follow government dietary guidance and
take advantage of the scientifically established benefits of these products. Current
estimates indicate that there will be a 33 percent increase in the importation of
fresh produce between now and fiscal year 2002. FDA needs resources to develop
and implement science based strategies to minimize levels of contaminants that may
be injurious to human health in these foods.

Under this initiative, FDA is developing with USDA and the agricultural commu-
nity draft Good Manufacturing Practices—GMP’s—and Good Agricultural Prac-
tices—GAP’s—guidance for use by producers, domestic as well as foreign. FDA is
accelerating research to develop or improve the detection and intervention/preven-
tion techniques for pathogens, develop and implement education and technical as-
sistance programs to promote appropriate appreciation of the guidance, and develop
appropriate specific guidance on an as needed basis. The resources requested for
this new initiative will promote use of voluntary GAP/GMP guidance through edu-
cation and technical assistance to domestic and foreign producers; and evaluate
growing, harvesting and production practices in countries that export fresh produce
to the U.S. Moreover, the President directed that a legislative proposal be developed
to expand FDA’s authority over imported foods to be similar to that already pro-
vided to USDA for meat and poultry products. The bill permits the agency under
appropriate circumstances to declare foods or specific commodities from a country
to be adulterated if FDA determines that a particular facility or country’s food sys-
tem does not provide the same level of protection that is provided for comparable
domestic products, and thus, refuse them entry into the United States.

FDA will continue to work with foreign governments and producers to take any
steps necessary to help ensure that imported food products meet U.S. food safety
requirements or otherwise achieve the level of protection required. If FDA deter-
mines that the steps needed to address an existing or potential risk have not been
taken and that the affected products therefore will not meet U.S. food safety re-
quirements or otherwise achieve the level of protection required, FDA is authorized
to deny such products entry into the United States.

For fiscal year 1998, FDA has accomplished a significant number of activities
under the Food Safety Initiative that will contribute to a safer food supply. This is
due in part to the cooperation received from other entities that are involved in food
safety, such as the Department of Agriculture and the Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention, I would be happy to provide a listing of these accomplishments by
each of the six categories.

I would first like to share a success story that was possible with the funding pro-
vided in fiscal year 1998. The National Antimicrobial Susceptibility Monitoring Pro-
gram—NASMP—was initiated in 1996. It began as a collaboration among FDA,
CDC, and USDA to monitor bacterial foodborne pathogens for changes in anti-
microbial susceptibility, using Salmonella as a sentinel organism. The goals of the
program are: to identify resistance as it emerges and to identify patterns of resist-
ance, to allow timely response to changes in susceptibility through information shar-
ing and other mechanisms, and to identify areas that require more detailed inves-
tigation. This initial effort was the precursor to the FSI Early Warning System for
Foodborne Disease Surveillance related to antimicrobial resistance. The 1998 FSI
monies allowed extensive expansion and augmentation of the NASMP. Isolates
which are tested through this program originate from clinically ill animals and hu-
mans, healthy farm animals, and animals at slaughter. The number of isolates is
increasing annually to obtain an increasing representativeness of the sample, in-
cluding the incorporation of produce and animal feed isolates and new bacterial spe-
cies such as E. coli and Campylobacter.

Having an established surveillance system enabled the Federal partners to iden-
tify the presence of a multi-drug resistant Salmonella typhimurium DT 104—
StmDT104—in humans and animals. StmDT104 had been responsible for human
disease outbreaks in the United Kingdom and was recognized as widespread in dis-
tribution and increasingly prevalent in the United States. This early warning of a
potential epidemic, such as that seen in the United Kingdom, was achieved through
the NASMP and enabled CDC to warn state health departments of STMDT104’s
presence, and allowed augmented monitoring for this pathogen. As a result public
health officials were prepared for the Vermont dairy farm outbreak and were in a
position to take preventative steps to minimize the spread. This farm is currently
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1999

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 26, 1998

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met at 2:32 p.m., in room SD-192, Dirksen
Senate Office Building, Hon. Ted Stevens (chairman) presiding.

Present: Senators Stevens, Cochran, Domenici, Hutchison,
Inouye, Bumpers, and Dorgan.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY SECRETARY
STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN HAMRE, DEPUTY SECRETARY
OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. TED STEVENS

Senator STEVENS. The subcommittee will come to order. The sub-
committee meets today to consider the administration’s appropria-
tions request for the Department of Defense for fiscal year 1999.
We are glad to welcome before us the Honorable John Hamre.

Dr. Hamre is now the Deputy Secretary of Defense. We have re-
lied upon you heavily, not only Senator Inouye and myself, but the
whole committee, for your advice during the time you were Comp-
troller. I am hopeful we can build on the relationship we already
have with you and your colleagues, and we really congratulate the
President on giving you this new responsibility and additional trust
in the Department of Defense.

Dr. HAMRE. Thank you, sir.

Senator STEVENS. But today we are here to review the fiscal year
1999 defense budget. There is a very difficult series of financial
choices we must make in terms of allocation of funds. I too believe
that we are short going in. I think we could use some more money.
I do not know whether in the process of what is going to go on this
year we are going to get any additional moneys, but I know you
are struggling to maintain the readiness of combat forces. We all
want to improve the quality of life of our people in uniform, no
matter where they are, and the contingencies that we face now are
awesome.

So we do not want to get involved in any particular issues, but
clearly we have talked in the past about some of the meetings we
have had with members of the armed forces around the world and
how they have reported to us the excessive demands on them and
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the time that they have been away from their families. Now that
is increasing rather than decreasing, and we have a situation here
now where we have some burdens on our accounts because of mon-
eys that have been spent in the past.

I am not sure that the increase that is indicated, for instance, in
operations and maintenance [O&M] of $3.3 billion really ade-
quately takes into account some of the deficits that we have going
into 1999. I am hopeful that we can work with you and to deal with
the difficulties that we have here.

I would say that, as staff has pointed out to me, we believe we
are about $2 billion below in terms of the acquisition account in the
modernization effort. It is not going to be, as I just told some of
my colleagues, a pleasant year for appropriators. The House just
told me, Dr. Hamre, that they feel they have 52 days left in ses-
sion. We think we have about 70 days left in session.

I am glad to see the chairman of the Budget Committee here. I
think he alone is going to take the 70 days.

Senator DOMENICI. Whatever you say.

Senator STEVENS. I mean, the issues involved that we have to
face, we face them after he resolves his problems, is what I am say-
ing.

But I do again welcome you, and I am really delighted as the
chairman of this committee to know that you are going to be work-
ing with us on these very difficult issues.

Senator Inouye.

STATEMENT OF HON. DANIEL K. INOUYE

Senator INOUYE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I wish to
join you in welcoming Dr. Hamre. It is always a pleasure having
you here with us. We have seen you go through your manhood rites
to come to where you are today, and so we are well aware of your
capabilities and potentials.

Many commentators have said that we are increasing defense,
and as far as I interpret it I look upon it a little differently. Al-
though the dollar figures will show a $1.1 billion increase in per-
sonnel, for example, actually it is a decrease when you consider in-
flation. And we are decreasing personnel in the Navy by 14,000,
Army by 8,000.

The same thing can apply to O&M funds. There is an increase,
I believe, as far as dollars are concerned, of $0.4 billion, but it is
actually a real reduction of about 1.5 percent. So I am, like you,
concerned not only about modernization, but about readiness, and
I do hope with your budget we will be able to accomplish those mis-
sions. You can be assured of our support.

Thank you, sir.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Hutchison.

STATEMENT OF HON. KAY BAILEY HUTCHISON

Senator HUTCHISON. Mr. Chairman, I would just say that I too
am very concerned. I was not quite sure what Senator Inouye
meant when he said we have watched your rites of manhood, but
I do not think I am going to pursue it.

What I would like to say is that clearly we are building up in
the Persian Gulf and Secretary of Defense Cohen has said that the
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edges are getting frayed with our defenses because of the troops we
have in Bosnia, which now look like they are potentially going to
be there for a longer term. And I would like for you to address in
your testimony just how we are going to support another theater
where there is a buildup in Southwest Asia.

Certainly I am going to tell you right up front, I support a build-
up there. I do not want to be over in the Persian Gulf with too few
people. So I think that is a legitimate U.S. security interest. But
if the Secretary of Defense says our edges are getting frayed, I
want to know from where are these forces coming and how do you
propose to deal with that and also ask for the continued troop com-
mitment in Bosnia.

So with that, I will just wait for your testimony and then ask you
specific questions.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Dorgan.

STATEMENT OF HON. BYRON DORGAN

Senator DORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I have no formal statement.
Thank you for calling the hearing. I am anxious to hear the discus-
sion today. And I thank you for opening the curtains. It is very un-
usual in committee hearings in Congress to have open curtains.

Senator STEVENS. Really?

Senator DORGAN. It is. You almost never see them.

Senator INOUYE. See what you have done.

Senator HUTCHISON. Fresh air.

Senator STEVENS. I did not know I had done it, but I am glad
I did it. [Laughter.]

Senator DORGAN. Well, thank you anyway.

Senator STEVENS. Well, we could get into some Alaskan com-
ments about curtains. We put ours up in the summertime and take
them down in the wintertime. You have to understand that.

Go ahead, Senator Domenici.

STATEMENT OF HON. PETE V. DOMENICI

Senator DOMENICI. Well, I do not want to be a pest or a nui-
sance, but let me make sure that I understand. You intend to send
us a supplemental for Bosnia?

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. And the military will not have to go find that
money? You will ask that it be over and above what was provided
as the capped amount in the budget?

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. So you ask that it be designated an emer-
gency?

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. Now, how much is that going to be?

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, we are in the final stages of-

Senator DOMENICI. I do not know that we are supposed to be
asking questions. Why do I not do that. I have got to wait my turn.
I have got to wait.

Senator STEVENS. I thought perhaps you were leaving.

Senator DOMENICI. No; let me turn it into a statement.
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Senator STEVENS. We would be glad to have you ask a few ques-
tions.

Senator DoOMENICI. No; I will not do that. That is not right.

I am just going to say that I am concerned that we not find our-
selves once again in the position where the various chiefs have to
come running to our offices saying they have to redo a budget
which they thought they had already submitted, in order to find
money for reprogramming and the like for Bosnia or Iraq. And I
hope you can explain to us why—if we are going to have a different
policy this year, what that policy is.

I think everyone here should know that this issue was raised by
Senator Stevens and I as we talked with the administration
spokesman about Iraq.

In addition, I hope you would address—[coughs]

Senator INOUYE. See what happens when you open the curtains.

Senator DOMENICI. I have a little cold.

Senator STEVENS. It is all those neutrinos that are coming in
through the window. [Laughter.]

Senator DOMENICI. I am trying to be calm, too.

Dr. HAMRE. We need you to live through the markup, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. I hope you will explain what we are to do
about the different estimates of what your program costs between
CBO and OMB. That is a lot of money. You estimate it at $3.7 bil-
lion less, which means if we follow your program we have to look
{;ord$3.7 billion to get down to, under CBO’s number, to get to your

udget.

I do not think we ought to bear that whole problem. I think that
ought to be borne by you all.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Senator STEVENS. I note the arrival of the distinguished Senator
from Arkansas.

Senator BUMPERS. You noticed.

Senator STEVENS. Yes.

Senator BUMPERS. I do not have an opening statement. I know
that breaks your heart.

INTRODUCTION BY DR. HAMRE

Senator STEVENS. Yes; I am delighted. It is going to be a nice
afternoon. We are in the sunshine and the open.

So we can proceed with your statement. I understand you have
a series of charts. Is there any way that the public can see those
charts? We have them in front of us.

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, I do not know. I know we did bring extra copies.

Senator STEVENS. Turn it around and let them see it. We will
watch this one.

Dr. HAMRE. We will see what we can do to try to get it adjusted
so that people can see it.

Can I just say by way of introduction first off my sincere thanks
for inviting me to come up. This is the first time I have had a
chance to come before you as the Deputy Secretary. I think it is
why our national motto is “In God We Trust” that I am here, and
I am grateful that you would let me come up. Thank you.

I also would say, on a very personal note, probably the most un-
usual privilege that anyone has is a chance to serve as a comptrol-
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ler because in that capacity you get the chance to work with Con-
gress in the most professional and responsible ways. The courtesies
that you extended me, Mr. Chairman and Senator Inouye, to bring
me into your trust so that I could help build a program was an
enormous professional honor and experience, and I am very grate-
ful for it and I thank you for much.

Today I would like to try to go through very briefly an outline
of the President’s proposal that Secretary Cohen would have given
had he been here, and he will go through, of course, with you later
on in the year. I will be very quick so that we can get into the
questions because I think that those are more important to you.

Sir, we did have copies that were distributed, so I think that peo-
ple in the audience——

Senator STEVENS. People out there have them?

Dr. HAMRE. I hope they do. I think we brought a bunch of copies.

Senator STEVENS. All right, very good. Thank you.

NEW DEFENSE STRATEGY

Shape international environment

—Sustain presence and support engagement

Respond to full spectrum of crises

—Protect readiness and force structure by reducing overhead
Prepare now for uncertain future

—Accelerate modernization and exploit Revolution in Military Affairs

QDR Program is strategy driven

NEW DEFENSE STRATEGY

Dr. HAMRE. Let us begin. First, this budget is the first budget
that the Secretary is actually submitting, because this is the one
that reflects the quadrennial defense review, reflecting the strategy
that he helped build last spring. There were three large elements
to that strategy: to help shape the future, to respond to crises that
come up, and then to prepare for the long term.

Shaping the future is obviously probably one of the smallest
parts of our budget, but I would argue one of the most important
parts. For example, you the Senate are prepared to now enter into
a discussion about whether we should expand NATO and bring in
three new partners. That is very much an issue of shaping the fu-
ture. I know it is going to be a controversial subject, one that is
going to take a lot of debate, and there should be a lot of debate
because it is an enormously important issue. But how we approach
that is the way in which we are shaping our security forces, our
security posture in the future.

Responding is very much the day-to-day business of the Depart-
ment, and, of course, these last 2 months have shown that we still
live in a perilous time and there still are demands. We just this
hour are still flowing forces into the Persian Gulf region as we are
bringing everybody into theater that the Secretary and the Presi-
dent mobilized in the last weeks or so. This is the bread and butter
business of the Department, to be able to respond to emergencies
like we are seeing right now. That obviously consumes a major por-
tion of our budget.



U:\02HEAR\ 1999\ 02FE26.000

6

I think this also is where we have the readiness challenges, and
I will talk about that in a few minutes.

Then finally, preparing for the future is very much about build-
ing the weapons systems and building the personnel for the future.
It is not just weapons, although we clearly need to do that, and we
have gone too far in our procurement holiday, as the Secretary
says. We really need to start getting modernization back, as you
said, Mr. Chairman, in your opening statement. And I will talk
about each of those in subsequent charts.

BALANCED BUDGET AGREEMENT

[Function 050 dollars in billions]

Fiscal year—
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
Administration Proposal ........... 2578 2584 | it e e i e
Congressional Adds ................. F82  FILLB | s s e e s
Total o 266.0 2662 | oo et e e e
National Defense Topline ......... e e 2676 270.6 2759 2838  287.1
Projected Deficit .......ccccovvvnee 107 22 10 (1) i s e

1 Deficit calculations include $3 billion allowance for costs of extending Bosnia peacekeeping mission and do-
mestic emergencies.

Agreements sets zero-sum framework for budget changes

FISCAL RESOURCES—BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT

First let me just frame the overall fiscal context. What I am
showing you on this chart is the budget resources. If you look, ev-
erything to the right side of that red line, vertical line, the 1998
through the year 2002, those are the dollars that were agreed on
in the budget resolution last year, the balanced budget amendment
and the budget resolution. And those are the dollars to which we
have built a defense program.

Now, I need to point out, as Senator Domenici raised earlier, in
1998 and in 1999 there are additional funds that will be required
for a supplemental for Bosnia and for Iraq in 1998 and for ongoing
operations in Bosnia in 1999. Those are issues that go beyond the
balanced budget amendment, so it does require an emergency des-
ignation in fiscal year 1998 so that it does not come from the De-
partment of Defense totals.

For fiscal year 1999 it would come out of the allowance that was
included in the budget submission, and the President’s budget in-
cluded $3 billion for Bosnia and for any other emergencies that
might come up.

Senator STEVENS. Your chart is interesting, Doctor, but I notice
the projected deficit. That was not part of the budget agreement.
The budget agreement was it would be zero in 2002. And I know
we are projected to get there sooner.

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, sir.
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Senator STEVENS. But the impression might be made to some
people that it’s the defense spending that is leading to the deficit.

Dr. HAMRE. I am sorry, I do not mean to mislead anybody, and
you are right to point it out. At the time the balanced budget
amendment was reached, of course, the projected deficit was not
going to get to zero until further out into the future. The economy
has performed better and it has obviously brought it back, so that
we are getting to it sooner.

Defense, we are staying on the path that we were given last
year, and we have built a program around that path. We could not
accommodate the extra costs of Bosnia and Iraq inside that spend-
ing cap, and that is why we are going to have to ask for supple-
mental funding and it is being made an emergency designation.

Next chart.

MAJOR READINESS INITIATIVES

People
Address perstempo concerns with new unit management systems and reduc-
ing lower priority exercises
Training
Maintain OPTEMPO levels
Equipment
Increase funding for maintenance and spares

Maintaining high readiness requires constant vigilance

MAJOR READINESS INITIATIVES

Let me first talk about readiness, and this is simply to organize.
These are to organize my thoughts. But obviously your concerns
are foremost about readiness, and I know you have heard many
concerns. You have been out in the field and you have heard con-
cerns about readiness, and I think we do have readiness issues and
problems that we have to deal with.

Obviously, I think there are three major ones. One is, of course,
the problem with pilots and the pilot shortages we are experiencing
in the Air Force and the Navy, and that is very serious. It is very
hard to deal with that problem because the airlines are hiring and
the optempo is high and it is very stressful. Everything that the
Air Force was planning to do to try to mitigate some of that, of
course, now had to be set back when we had to deploy to the Per-
sian Gulf. So it is a problem. That is a real challenge this year.

Senator STEVENS. If I could interrupt you again, it is worse than
that. The reenlistment rate of our pilots throughout the services is
abysmal. If you think about it, whether it is flying the no-fly zone
in Iraq or the so-called cap over Bosnia or the protection in South
Korea, these people who are trained to be high performance combat
pilots are out there flying squares 4 and 5 hours a day, month in
and month out.

I think that none of us have really looked at the disincentive to
someone, to train them to be high performance people and then get
them out there to fly what could be flown by people in their first
year as a pilot. I do not know what the answer is, but it is going
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to get worse before it gets better until we find a solution for that
drudgery duty that has been given to pilots in terms of these peace-
keeping activities.

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, we saw the reenlistment rates fall sharply last
year, and that was an early warning signal that we had problems.
We put out more money and put out bonuses to try to get a higher
reenlistment rate, but frankly it has fallen short. And that is going
to be a problem, to hold onto good pilots.

Senator HUTCHISON. Twenty-nine percent this year.

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, I know.

Senator HUTCHISON. A $60,000 bonus.

Senator BUMPERS. What is that, Kay?

Senator HUTCHISON. A $60,000 bonus they offer, and 29 percent
took them up on it this year.

Senator STEVENS. We had a 29-percent reenlistment rate.

Senator HUTCHISON. As opposed to 60 percent last year. Unbe-
lievable.

Dr. HAMRE. Yes; it is going to be a real challenge. That is clearly
a major challenge.

A second area where we were having I think readiness problems
was in the area of infantrymen in the Army. There were lots of sto-
ries about holes in infantry units and squads out in the Army, and
as they were sending units to Bosnia, for example, they were filling
them up to 100 percent and that left even more shortages out at
home station here.

That was really a product of the Army fell short on their recruit-
ing goals for 11 Bravos, for infantrymen. We put on some extra
funds, the Army did. They put on extra recruiters. They needed to
basically recruit an extra 5,000 people. And I actually think that
problem is starting to get fixed, although it is going to take us an-
other couple of months to start seeing that in the force.

SPARE PARTS

A third area that I think we have real readiness challenges is in
spare parts. Through your help—and frankly, it would be a lot
harder this year if it had not been for your help last year. We
asked you to provide an extra $600 million for spare parts for the
Air Force and for the Navy, and you did that, and I thank you for
it, because if it had not been for that we would have a much more
serious problem in spare parts this year.

Based on that, we added an extra billion dollars this year for
spare parts for the Navy and for the Air Force. Part of this is we
are operating older fleets. These air fleets are now starting to age
almost year for year because we are not buying sufficient numbers
of replacement aircraft, and older things take more maintenance
every year. And our models were not properly calculated to capture
the cost of this aging inventory. So that was a big reason why we
were falling behind.

You helped us get caught up on that, and you will see in the
chart in just a minute we have added a fair amount of money in
O&M to try to avoid those kinds of readiness problems.

But let me show you the next chart, actually, that paints that
picture.
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OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE [0&M] FUNDING

A year ago our budget was on that lower blue line on the right,
where it says “Pre-QDR,” quadrennial defense review. That is
where we had planned on budgeting. And what I am showing you
here is O&M dollars by end strength, so I am trying to normalize
for changes in force structure.

As you can see, we have added a fair amount of money to get
us back on a trend line to support readiness in the out-years. So
we recognize that this is something we are going to have to watch
and monitor very closely.

Next chart.

CONTINGENCY FUNDING

Extend Bosnia operations beyond June 1998

Propose emergency supplemental for fiscal year 1998 and fiscal year 1999
costs (being developed)

Additional fiscal year 1998 funds for Southwest Asia

Rapid approval essential to protect readiness

CONTINGENCY FUNDING

On contingency funding—and Senator Domenici initiated this—
the President has decided and NATO has asked that we extend in
Bosnia past June. We will be submitting, I believe on Monday—we
are submitting to OMB by Friday, I believe—our estimates of the
supplemental costs for Bosnia. We hope to be able to get it by Fri-
day as well for Iraq. We will be submitting that to you, I hope, by
the end of next week.
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What we know now for the Bosnia operation, to extend through
fiscal year 1998 is probably going to be around $600 million. It will
cost us about $600 million more for Bosnia in fiscal year 1998, and
we will have to be asking for help on that as an emergency des-
ignation. That does begin the process to finally bring us down to
the new levels, to 6,900 personnel in Bosnia.

For Iraq, I know everybody is questioning where are we on Iraq.
All T can tell you right now is that I know what the costs are asso-
ciated with the actions that have been taken to date, that is to de-
ploying the extra forces over there, to put the extra carrier there,
to put in the brigades and that sort of thing. Right now we have
either spent or committed ourselves to about $600 million more.

The question that we face is what do we do at this stage, and
are we going to keep that force at this level? Obviously, we see the
agreement that has been initialed by Iraq, but I think, as the
President said and I think most Members of Congress have said,
we have to see the proof in the pudding. We want to see if that
is going to be honored or not.

So we are going to be keeping those forces in theater for a while
longer. There are some important policy decisions that are under-
way right now to decide how much longer and at what level, and
that will ultimately decide what the level is we will ask for your
help. Hopefully, we will get that next week.

May I just ask—and I know how pressed you are going to be, but
it is very important, if possible, to get passage of a supplemental
by the first part of April. It is I know very difficult to do that, and
I know you have got other challenges with the IMF issue on your
plate, and I know that there is the U.N. arrearages issue that is
on your plate. Obviously, now with the tornadoes in Florida there
will be some real challenges.

We are right now borrowing against our fourth quarter optempo
funds to pay for the situation in Bosnia and Iraq, because we have
told people not to change their training program because we intend
to ask for a supplemental to get additional funding. So we really
do need to secure that, if possible, by the first part—by the end of
the second quarter, which would basically be April 1, if that can
be possible.

Next chart.
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BRAC Funding
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BRAC FUNDING

Senator STEVENS. We are not even going to get that until the
week after next, as I understand it?

Dr. HAMRE. I believe they are going to try to get it up to you by
the end of next week, sir. That I believe is the goal. So that gives
4 weeks to review, and I know that is not a lot of time. But we
will bend any effort to provide any information that people need to
try to review it during that period.

May I show you—as you know, the Secretary has asked for two
more rounds of BRAC. I know there is no more controversial issue
that I could bring up than BRAC, but I did want to put before you
what has been our history with base closures so that you have a
chance to see. We genuinely are saving substantial sums from the
four rounds of base closures.

The heavy green portion shows you the net cumulative savings
that we have achieved from the four rounds of base closures. And
as you can see, by 2002 we will be saving annually $5.6 billion. The
green line on the top is how much we are saving each year and the
red line is how much it costs, and it has cost a lot of money to
move things around and to modernize facilities. But the net sav-
ings are positive, they are occurring right now, and it is substantial
savings. It is 5.6 billion dollars’ worth of savings by 2001 and from
that point on.

We are asking for legislation

Senator BUMPERS. Is that on an annual basis, Dr. Hamre?

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, sir, that is the annual savings, $5.6 billion a
year.

We will be asking and we are asking legislative authority to have
two more rounds of base closures, one in 2001 and another round
in 2005. Of course, we are dependent on your sufferance to do that.
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We understand that. But it is so very important for us to be able
to shrink that infrastructure. But again, I understand this is very

controversial.
Next chart.
PERSONNEL
[End strength in thousands]
Current
Fiscal o h Fiscal Fiscal Add |
iscal year strengt iscal year iscal year itiona
1998 floors fis- 1999 2003 reductions QDR goal
cal year
1998
Active Military:
Army e 492 488 480 480 . 480
Navy ....ccooevenes 396 387 373 369 .. 369
Marine Corps .. 174 173 172 172 . 172
Air Force .....cooeevennnne 377 372 371 344 —6 339
Total Active .......... 1,439 1,419 1,396 1,366 —6 1,360
Selected Reserves ............. 920 886 871 837 -2 835
Civilians (FTE'S) ..cvevveenes 786 770 747 672 1-32 640
1These additional reductions will result from further A~76 competitions proposed as part of the Defense Reform
Initiative.

PERSONNEL END STRENGTHS

These are our personnel strength levels. I do need to point out
one thing particularly and that is if I might bring your attention
to 1998, the column that I have in the red box. The reason I have
to point that out to you is those numbers that were stipulated in
that column were actually mandated in the authorization bill,
which was passed last year after you passed the appropriations
bill. You did not appropriate enough money to maintain these force
levels. You actually appropriated what we asked for. But we were
directed in the authorization bill to maintain more forces than we
need.

So we are being forced to divert between $100 million and $200
million to cover more forces than we need by the authorization act.
So I just want to point out, we do not yet have a basis for covering
that, but that is going to be something we are going to have to do
during this year. It will probably be the subject of a reprogram-
ming later in the year.

Next chart.
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RESERVE COMPONENT INITIATIVES

Process
Reserve Components play greater role in budget process
2 new major generals to advise Chairman, JCS
Resources
Increased OPTEMPO funding
Higher Reserve Component equipment spending
New missions

Respond to domestic use of weapons of mass destruction
Redesign to increase combat service support

RESERVE COMPONENT INITIATIVES

On the issue of Reserves—and I know that there was a great
deal of controversy up here in Congress last year on the issue of
Reserves, especially with the National Guard and the active duty
Army. We have taken this very seriously. We cannot have a house
divided. We need very much for the Army and the National Guard
and the Army Reserve to be working together, and we have taken
a lot of steps to try to correct that problem.

We have brought in the Reserve components this year as we
never have before into the budget process. This year I made sure
that each of the Reserve component chiefs sat in our DRB’s to go
over our budget with us. This year, for the first time in the five
budgets that I helped build at the Department, the first thing on
the Army’s list when they wanted an addon was actually for Na-
tional Guard optempo this year, and we put additional funds for
National Guard optempo.

This 5-year plan adds $2.5 billion for equipment for the National
Guard for the division redesign. So we have made very substantial
efforts to try to address the problems that were I think underlying
the dispute between the Army and the Army Guard last year, and
would ask to have a chance to talk with you in greater detail about
that during the year.
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Modernization on Target
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WEAPONS MODERNIZATION

On the issue of modernization, the Secretary made a very high
priority on trying to stay on that ramp. You will recall the last 3
years, every year we gave you a forecast of increasing spending in
the out-years, and we never made it. This year we are on the path
that we outlined this spring and, as you can see at the right-hand
side where it talks about the budget, the solid line and the dashed
line, they overlay each other.

The solid line is what we said we wanted to do in the QDR and
the dashed line is what we achieved and have submitted to you in
the budget. And we have made our procurement goals. We are
going to get up to $60 billion by 2001 with this budget plan.

Senator STEVENS. Let me make sure I understand it before you
leave there.

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, sir.

This is what we had said we wanted to achieve in the quadren-
nial defense review when the Secretary did it back in May, and
this is the budget we are submitting to you. We fell a little short
in 1999, about %300 million short. Last year we fell about $4 billion
short in procurement compared to our forecasts. But we made it in
the out-years, with the exception of $300 million short in 1992. But
basically, this year we were able to sustain the modernization plan
that we had forecast.

Senator STEVENS. Well, I hate to put it this way and sound polit-
ical, but you are assuming the administration that comes after this
one is going to be a lot more favorable to defense than you have
been. That is a tremendous increase if you look at it. It is going
from $54 billion to $61 billion, and then there is another $3 billion
in there. We are talking about an increase of $19 billion over this
year’s budget.
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Dr. HAMRE. Senator Stevens, we are doing this, but it is inside
the top line, inside the balanced budget agreement top line that we
reached between the executive and the legislative branches. So we
think it is sustainable. We hope we can do it.

And it is solidly priced. I would say I think there is a good pro-
gram here, and it is in detail in the FYDP we submitted to you.

Senator STEVENS. I would be a lot more confident if that curve
was up there right now.

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, sir, I would, too.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you.

RECRUIT AND RETAIN QUALITY PEOPLE

Compensation: 3.1 percent pay raise

Commissaries: Increased funding and returned to Services control
Medical: Increased funding and Medicare subvention pilot
Housing: Privatization used to leverage housing budget

Maintaining high quality people critical to Joint Vision 2010

RECRUIT AND RETAIN QUALITY PEOPLE

Dr. HAMRE. Finally, on our people. And, of course, this always is
our first priority when we build a budget. There is a 3.1-percent
pay raise for the troops in 1999 and the full legal pay raise
throughout the FYDP. We have fully protected the commissary
benefit, and we have returned the management of the commissary
system back to the services, so that they now are the board of di-
rectors for the commissaries.

Last year when we gave you our budget we had a hole in our
medical program and this year we have added about $2.5 billion
across the FYDP to plug that hole. So I think that this year we are
not going to give you a broken program with medical. There is a
minor issue, about $30 million, but this year I think it is not bro-
ken like it was last year. We have a better Comptroller this year.

Finally, on privatization for housing. I will be honest to say I am
disappointed with our numbers for housing. We are not doing an
adequate job in building housing, replacement housing for the mili-
tary. Frankly, we cannot do it without the privatization program
and authorities that you gave us, so we need to build on that. But
it is not adequate even at this level.

Last chart, Bob.

SUMMARY

Balanced QDR strategy of shape, respond, and prepare drives fiscal year
1999 program

Readiness and force structure depend on DRI proposals to reduce overhead

Modernization targets achieved

Joint Vision 2010 concepts exploit RMA

Treat people as our most important asset
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SUMMARY

Finally, I think what we are submitting as a budget, it is capped
by the dollars that were in the balanced budget amendment. We
think it is a balanced program, and it is a program that grows out
of the strategy that was developed by the Secretary this spring.

Obviously, 1t depends on getting supplemental funding to pay for
the ongoing operations in Bosnia and Iraq. We cannot hold the pro-
gram together without that. We will have very serious readiness
problems. We already have significant readiness challenges. We
will have very serious readiness problems if we do not get supple-
mental funding.

We think that we are able to sustain the modernization program
because it is inside the overall targets. Finally, let me say, again,
to say thank you to you, Mr. Chairman, and to all this committee
for consistently being a bedrock support for the Department of De-
fense. I know that you are confronted by so many pressures, this
committee confronts so many pressures, but that you have consist-
ently been with the Department and with its personnel through
tough times and good times. We are very grateful for that, and I
especially appreciate being invited to come up today.

Thank you, sir.

BRAC SAVINGS—PERSONNEL CUTS AND ENVIRONMENTAL COSTS

Senator STEVENS. Well, thank you very much for being here. I
cannot say that we are overly pleased, at least that I am overly
pleased, with this budget as far as defense is concerned, because
I see so many shortfalls right now, and I do not really know how
we are going to correct those without money. Hopefully, we will get
into some discussions later about how much will be involved in the
emergency part of the supplemental.

You think we will get that by next Friday?

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, as a matter of fact there is a meeting going on
at 4 o’clock today to work out the final details. Everybody’s plan
is to have it up to you by the end of next week, yes, sir.

Senator STEVENS. Well now, tell me. A significant portion of that
green you had up there was savings in people, not in operation of
bases, was it not?

Dr. HAMRE. A lot of it was people, yes, sir.

Senator STEVENS. You could save that—that does not come from
closing bases. That comes from discharging people, not reducing
end strength, right?

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, I will have to give you a breakout as to what
portion of that was people and what part is actually overhead and
O&M dollars that go with facilities, and I will be glad to do that.

[The information follows:]

Sir, as I stated the bulk of the net savings from BRAC depicted in the green
shaded area of my slide is related to the elimination of military and civilian person-
nel. Between fiscal year 1996 and fiscal year 2002, the Department estimates that
it will generate net savings of about $17.5 billion. Of this amount, we estimate that
60 percent, or about $10.5 billion, can be attributed to BRAC savings from the elimi-
nation of personnel. These BRAC savings exclude savings from force structure re-
ductions that would have occurred with or without BRAC. The personnel that have
been eliminated here are directly involved in base operations support (BOS). BRAC

savings can be grouped into those that recur and those that are one-time savings.
The vast majority of BRAC savings are recurring, i.e., they represent a permanent,
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ongoing reduction in planned spending. Personnel positions eliminated through
BRAC are an example of recurring savings. One-time savings do not recur year after
year. For example, the cancellation of a planned construction project would rep-
resent a one-time saving. Over time, the value of recurring savings is the largest
and therefore most important component of BRAC savings. While the exact number
of positions eliminated by BRAC is subject to some uncertainty, I believe the sav-
ings estimates related to personnel reductions are reasonable.

Senator STEVENS. Now, are the accumulated environmental costs
for the bases that have been closed, are they quantified in there?

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, what I showed you were the annualized costs of
environmental cleanup, but not the full liability associated with
cleanup of those bases. Some of those liabilities will go out for some
time into the future.

Senator STEVENS. I am told the environmental cost deficit is
greater than the savings so far.

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, the environmental costs are there whether we
close the base or do not close the base, because of the liabilities to
clean it up if we are there or not there. What we budget is showing
you the annual increment, and I have showed those on a net basis,
but just for what we have been spending in those years for the
cleanup.

But the environmental bills are large, yes, sir.

Senator STEVENS. Well, I am not going to argue that, but I do
think that some of those costs do not really occur until there is a
thought to turn it into a nondefense activity, at which time there
is an obligation to clean up the environmental accumulation of
years of use as a military base. But those, we are not cleaning all
of those up. We are making them habitable and eliminating the
hazardous environmental concerns, but we are not really restoring
the soils and all that throughout the bases that are continuing to
be operated. Am I wrong?

Dr. HAMRE. No, sir, you are not wrong. When we transfer a facil-
ity, we will probably have a negotiated arrangement for the con-
tinuing cleanup, for example, of a subsoil pollution source, that we
will continue to do even after the transfer, and will bear the re-
sponsibilities for doing that. The costs for that will go beyond the
5-year plan that is shown here.

But in many cases we will have the cleanup accomplished before
it is actually turned over. Most cases not.

NATO EXPANSION COSTS

Senator STEVENS. As far as I am concerned, the jury is still out
on NATO expansion. I do not think that there are many that still
share my views on that, but I understand you have a $400 million
cost now for 10 years for the portion of the NATO costs and that
is all it is. It is down from over $100 billion to $400 million?

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, we submitted an analytic study that outlined
what was the hypothetical cost associated with NATO expansion,
and I think it was something like $27 billion in our estimate.

Senator STEVENS. That was yours. There was one that was over
$100 billion.

Dr. HAMRE. Yes; CBO had a great big one. I think ours was
something like $27 billion. There were a number of things that dif-
fer here. One is at that time that study assumed that there were
four countries involved. It was not based on any detailed engineer-
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ing or detailed inventory of the state of the facilities. It basically
assumed we had to build brand new facilities in these new coun-
tries, which it turned out we did not have to do. It also had some
operative assumptions about that their command and control was
going to have to be totally replaced and we would have to buy all
new things, that sort of thing.

This new estimate, which is the $1.5 billion, of which the United
States share is $400 million, that is based on a fairly detailed
study that NATO conducted, looking at each country, looking at
each installation, looking at all of their command and control sys-
tems, and finding out what genuinely has to be bought new. And
our cost share would be about $400 million.

We would be glad to provide that to the committee and to go
through it with anybody to evaluate it and assess the underlying
assumptions and numbers.

Senator STEVENS. The Secretary told us that the details of the
costs of NATO expansion would be available to us long before the
vote on the NATO enlargement, and now it seems that you are re-
lying upon a NATO analysis rather than your own. You are throw-
ing out your own that was $26 billion over 10 years and taking
theirs that says $400 million over 10 years.

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, the study that we did that said $27 billion or
whatever the number was was an analytic study that was done to-
tally independent of being on the ground and looking at real facili-
ties and knowing what had to be done. So I will get the study up
to you that shows what this $1.5 billion is comprised of and why,
frankly, why it does differ. And we are glad for it. We would rather
not have to replace runways or buy new communications systems
if there are things in place now that are adequate.

A NATO team did that survey and we are taking that as being
right. We did have team members with them on it.

Senator STEVENS. Do we still pay 26 percent of NATO?

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, sir.

Senator STEVENS. So that means that that is roughly one-quarter
of the total cost of the expansion of NATO?

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, sir, the $400 million would be roughly one-quar-
ter.

Senator STEVENS. From their point of view, from the NATO peo-
ple, analysts’ point of view?

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, sir. Yes, sir.

Senator STEVENS. Well, then I assume there would be no opposi-
tion from the administration to my reservation on the treaty that
will say that there will be no increased cost of maintaining our in-
volvement in NATO from this enlargement?

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, forgive me for not being in a position to speak
for the administration on your reservation.

Senator STEVENS. I understand. I did not expect you to answer,
John, but I just think somehow or other

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, sir.

Senator STEVENS [continuing]. I think their computers must have
been set to go to zilch in 1998, not the year 2000.

Well, T have got some other questions to answer. I am really not
going to get into the Iraq thing. I think we ought to wait for the
basic information that is going to come with the supplemental.
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COST CONTROL AND EQUIPMENT NEEDS OF CINC’S

I do have one problem, though. As we have traveled around the
world—and we do travel excessively, my friend and I, and some of
the others, too—I think that the CINC’s still have no real cost con-
trol, on the one hand. On the other hand, the CINC equipment is
deteriorating and I am not sure they are getting the priorities they
should have with regard to new systems, such as new aircraft, par-
ticularly in the Pacific.

Are you supporting any new aircraft for CINC’s this time?

Dr. HAMRE. Senator, I wish I had prepared more fully. I do recall
we had a program that was basically going to use some older 135’s.
I think that that program has been rejected, and I think we are
looking at new aircraft. But I do not know exactly what we are
looking at. Can I get back to you on that?

[The information follows:]

Senator, the Air Force has a plan that utilizes both new aircraft and existing KC—
135R aircraft. The KC-135R aircraft will be modified to accommodate unique CINC
requirements for secure communications and have some modest interior improve-
ments. The Air Force is working closely with the CINC’s to satisfy their support
concerns.

Dr. HAMRE. I just want to lead that into this request to you. I
saw your comment in your presentation about the privatization for
housing. I would like to follow that up with a concept in this bill
this year of privatization for noncombat equipment to the extent
that it is possible. That is particularly true with transportation for
the CINC’s, transportation for the—what do they call it, the execu-
tive fleet? The 89th Wing. And I think we have got some other
areas where we can experiment on privatization.

I believe that the new leasing companies that are there on a
global basis are capable of providing a substantial advantage to the
Department to lease vehicles. Even in a host country, for instance,
we might be able to lease vehicles that are there and not have to
transport them over. I think we have to start looking for some sav-
ings at every corner, and the privatization angle has a lot of appeal
right now to help us get over this crunch in the O&M accounts. So
I would urge you to look at it and if you have any further com-
ments to make about that as we go along, we would like to work
with you on it.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Inouye.

NATIONAL GUARD AND MILITARY CONSTRUCTION

Senator INOUYE. Thank you.

I am certain the Senator from New Mexico will be asking ques-
tions on Bosnia and the supplemental, and I am certain the Sen-
ator from Texas will be touching upon recruitment and readiness.
I would like to touch upon the National Guard and military con-
struction.

Up until recently, it has been part of the tradition of the execu-
tive-legislative relationship that the Congress adds Milcon projects
for the Guard, and very seldomly requests came in from the De-
fense Department. Second, in recent times and in this presentation
of yours we have added new missions to the Guard, one a very im-
portant one on how to cope with the potential threat of biological
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and chemical weapons that may be easily carried into the United
States, and we have told the Guard that it is your mission to pro-
tect us.

Yet, if you look at the budget there is almost nothing for Milcon
for the Guard. Now, if we put in and initiate projects for the Guard
and the administration’s policy is that the line item veto will be
used for those projects that have not been requested by the admin-
istration, what happens to the Guard?

Would you support us if we put in projects for the Guard, though
not requested by you?

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, we have I think a sad history of asking for
Milcon for the Guard. As I say, I am a Lutheran by background
and we have it good: We like to sin and God likes to forgive, and
it all works out real good. It is a little bit how we deal with Milcon.
I mean, we decide not to ask for money and you like to give it to
us, and both sides feel pretty good about that. That is historically
what we have been doing.

We are now at a point where we cannot do that any longer. The
top line is fixed and everything now is being traded off. We need
to be embracing Guard Milcon requirements just as sincerely as we
embrace active duty Army Milcon requirements. We have not had
a history of doing that, and we need to start doing that.

We tried very much to do that for their modernization program
this year, and we did indeed move $2.5 billion into the Guard for
equipment. But we have not done a good enough job on Milcon and
so we have to correct that problem.

Sir, on the issue of weapons of mass destruction, again we lis-
tened very carefully to what you and other Members of the Con-
gress were telling us and tried very much to embrace this. This
budget proposal adds $49 million to start developing a quick re-
sponse program for Guard units so that they can quickly come in
to augment, not replace local responders, not replace the fire de-
partment or the emergency response teams, but to quickly augment
them, to come and bring in biological detection equipment, to bring
in chemical detection equipment, to be able to do early diagnostics,
to get there within 4 hours and be able to help the local early re-
sponders so they can get ready and cope with an emergency.

We have added $49 million this year and altogether about $250
million over the 5-year plan.

Senator INOUYE. But there is no Milcon in there.

Dr. HAMRE. But there is no Milcon in that, sir, because that was
off of existing units and existing organizations.

But I take your criticism very seriously and you are right, we
need to be doing a better job on treating Milcon for the Guard. It
is especially hard, as you say, when we talk about not having
addons that are not in the 5-year plan. If the Guard is not in the
5-year plan, then they get cheated. It is a double hit. So that is
why we had to develop—we had to make a very concrete effort to
try to get them included at least on the equipment side in the 5-
year plan, and we will have to do a better job on Milcon, too.

Senator INOUYE. Maybe we should have a conference where we
can tell you what we would like to put in and you say OK.

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, I am at your disposal. [Laughter.]
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CONSEQUENCES OF BRAC DISAPPROVAL

Senator INOUYE. Well, I am aware that you are counting on
BRAC as part of your budget presentations. But what will you do
if BRAC does not get approved?

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, we are counting on BRAC. Of course, inside the
5-year plan that we are presenting to you BRAC has virtually no
savings; it only has costs, because the first round of BRAC would
only occur in the year 2001 and the costs associated with that first
round would be in the 5-year plan, but virtually none of the sav-
ings. So we would get the anomalous condition where if you say no
to us on BRAC we actually get a slight benefit in the short term,;
in the long run, we lose the purchasing power that it is going to
take to support facilities we do not need.

We are still going to have to address excess capacity somehow.
We have got to get our hands around that problem. We have got
too much capacity. We believe honestly that BRAC is the fairest
way for everybody because it is out in the open, there is an explicit
process, it is evaluated on the merits, people can look at it and de-
bate it and discuss it. And if there is dissatisfaction with the way
that BRAC proceeded this last time, Congress should change the
rules. You can change the rules on how BRAC would proceed, and
we would honor that.

But we do need to tackle the excess infrastructure, the excess
bases, and that is why we would be delighted to sit down. And if
there is another way that we could do BRAC or an improved way
to do BRAC, we would be glad to work with you on that.

Senator INOUYE. Can DOD on its own initiative close bases with-
out going through BRAC?

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, DOD has—yes, we can, but there are all kinds
of laws and rules and regulations that govern any closure of an in-
stallation. For example, what BRAC basically did was let you clear
some of those hurdles on a wholesale basis rather than a retail
basis. So for example, environmental impact statements, things of
that nature, we would have to go through. It is a cumbersome proc-
ess, but yes, we can do that.

Senator INOUYE. Some have argued that DOD should bite the
bullet and do that job, instead of hiding behind BRAC. For exam-
ple, there is no question BRAC may be open, but it is subjected to
lobbying that makes our lobbying seem very small and slight.

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, sir, I understand.

Senator INOUYE. You might have members in there that are al-
ready inclined to close bases in Texas and California. Some believe
that is what happened and we had to come back to rescue you.
Now, that process in the eyes of many seemed to be a bit tainted.
It might be a bit more honest if we dealt eyeball to eyeball with
you. That is just one thought.

Thank you very much.

Dr. HAMRE. Oh, good, I do not have to answer that. [Laughter.]

Senator STEVENS. I do not think anyone can really answer that
now.

Senator Hutchison.
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Senator HUTCHISON. I think it was a very good point, however,
Senator Inouye. I certainly saw more lobbying there than I have
seen anywhere in Congress.

I would like to—I am going to go on the same line that Senator
Inouye did on another readiness issue, and then I want to ask you
on the bigger picture.

SAC HEARING ON SUPPLEMENTAL

But I want to ask the chairman a question first. Are we going
to be able to have hearings on the supplementals, particularly the
Bosnia supplemental, so that we will be able to discuss the whole
policy in Bosnia for which the money will be spent?

Senator STEVENS. It would be my feeling we should have hear-
ings. But in all probability the hearings on the supplemental will
be by the full committee, because it will contain more than just
items for this subcommittee. That will be a difficult decision to
make, but I want to talk to Senator Inouye and Senator Byrd about
that.

I do believe all members should be involved in the review of the
supplemental.

Senator HUTCHISON. Well, I do not have any suggestion on
whether it be the subcommittee or the full committee, but I do
think if you are saying, as the President is now, that we are going
to have an unending commitment in Bosnia, then you come in with
supplementals rather than putting it in the defense budget, I think
we need to know exactly what the plan is. So I am hoping we will
have those.

Senator STEVENS. Fiscal year 1999 is not considered emergency.
Only the fiscal year 1998 is considered emergency.

Dr. HAMRE. Right. And for 1999 we will be actually submitting
details of that as well by the end of next week. So we will have
both 1998 supplemental and 1999 budget amendment, I guess as
we would say it, or using this allotment that was set aside to cover
for Bosnia.

Senator STEVENS. Mr. Cortese reminds me, we do have a hearing
scheduled on the 1999 Bosnia. My answer to you was concerning
the supplemental for Bosnia and Iraq and the other matters that
would be in the supplemental. There are some nondefense matters
in the supplemental.

Senator HUTCHISON. Well, I just want to make sure that we have
the opportunity to have congressional input on Bosnia at the appro-
priate time. And I think a hearing is going to bring out what the
plan is, and I am looking for a plan on Bosnia and I am looking
for an exit strategy if this is going to happen.

STATUS OF PRIVATIZATION IN DOD

Let me ask you—one of the readiness issues besides BRAC is pri-
vatization. We have heard from every expert in the Department of
Defense, from the Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, the Chair-
man, the chiefs of each service, the Secretary of Defense, the Dep-
uty Secretary of Defense before you, that privatization is one of the
key ways that the Department of Defense can save money and use
that money for other operations that are necessary.
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What is the status of privatization? Are you satisfied with it, and
what do you think needs to be done to allow that money be used
in the best and most efficient way?

Dr. HAMRE. Senator Hutchison, I presume you mean in this case
privatization as things that we are currently doing, not the housing
privatization, but the ongoing work, for example, in DOD, putting
it in the private sector?

Senator HUTCHISON. Yes; well, actually you could speak to all of
it.

Dr. HAMRE. OK.

Senator HUTCHISON. But I was thinking of the privatization of
maintenance, however.

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, yes; the budget that we have submitted as-
sumes that we are going to compete for privatization—it is not
automatically privatizing, but using the A-76 process to compete
for privatization—150,000 jobs. Now, we are assuming that we will
Sﬁve $2.6 billion through that. Let me explain briefly how we do
that.

A—76 PROCESS FOR COMPETITION

The A-76 process—and I will come back to that in a minute—
it is very cumbersome, but it is designed to give a fair, level play-
ing field, private sector-public sector, to do work. There have been
about 2,000 A-76 studies over the last 13 years. On the average,
one-half of the time the Government has won and one-half of the
time the private sector has won.

When the Government wins the competition, the savings have
averaged 20 percent. When the private sector wins the competition,
the savings averaged 40 percent. So there are enormous savings
that would come from this competition.

What we did in this budget was we are assuming that we are
going to compete 150,000 jobs, and we assumed that in every case
the Government won, because that is the conservative assumption.
So we took only the 20 percent savings against that work base, the
150,000 jobs. I actually think it will be larger than that, but what
we have actually put in the budget is $2.6 billion. That is the an-
nual amount that we save.

This is going to be a challenge, frankly, because we will be doing
more A-76 privatization competitions this year than were done in
the last 10 years combined. There is a tenfold increase in A-76
competitions between 1996 and 1997. Frankly, in some places we
have had to relearn the process because it lay fallow.

I think I am encouraged. We have had several detailed meetings
with the services and I am very encouraged. I think that we are
going to make this work.

Senator HUTCHISON. Do you have enough flexibility under the
law ‘E)IS it is now to do everything that you feel you can do in this
area?

Dr. HAMRE. I think that there are definite constraints in the A-—
76 process, and I am not here to litigate the process. But it takes
almost 2 years to conduct a competition. It is enormously intensive,
labor-intensive, to conduct a competition.

I think also we need to have a process where we do a better job
of evaluating the proposal before we submit it, because too often we
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have organizations that do not want to lose their jobs that get to
design the competition. Well, you know, there is an incentive not
to design it in a way—or to design it in a way where it is harder
for industry to win, the private sector to win. We need to change
that.

I also think there are an awful lot of work practices that cut
across multiple organizations, and the A-76 process is really de-
signed to work inside a single organization. So we need some
changes here.

Senator HUTCHISON. That is what I was trying to find out. You
do need changes in order to make sure you can achieve the savings
you need to come within this budget?

Dr. HAMRE. Ma’am, I think most of them are things that we can
do internally. But I will get back to you if there is something that
we think we need either legislative or regulatory relief.

RESTRICTIONS ON DEPOT MAINTENANCE PRIVATIZATION

Senator HUTCHISON. Well, does the 60—40 rule, that is now 50—
50—

Dr. HAMRE. Well, that is a different matter. That is a very dif-
ferent matter, because that is not governed by A-76, and that is
enormously more complicated.

Senator HUTCHISON. Do you think that is an artificial re-
straint

Dr. HAMRE. Oh, yes, ma’am.

Senator HUTCHISON [continuing]. That will keep you from being
able to do the privatization?

Dr. HAMRE. Oh, absolutely. I think that the 60-40, now 50-50,
rule definitely makes it harder to hold competitions.

Senator HUTCHISON. Do you think that you have the same ac-
countability in a public sector contract that you do in a private sec-
tor contract?

Dr. HAMRE. Let me try redefining your question and then I will
try to answer it, and maybe I got the right question or not. Is it
possible for a Government proposal to have the same set of liabil-
ities and obligations as a private sector proposal? No; in the sense
that we can impose—you can impose a fixed price bidding require-
ment on the private sector and you cannot really impose that on
the Government. By definition, Government proposals are almost
cost-plus.

So you have to really develop other means to try to get the fiscal
discipline associated with the bid in the public sector. We are try-
ing to do that where we can.

Senator HUTCHISON. Well, I just hope that you will let us know
what you think would help make this more efficient and get the
savings, but keep the readiness that we all want to preserve; and
second, that you will work to maintain at least what you have now
and not have other restrictions placed on the ability to do the pri-
vatization if you are counting on it for part of the savings that
would allow you to do your job efficiently.

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, ma’am. We are counting on it and we need it.
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MISSILE DEFENSE

Senator HUTCHISON. Let me just ask one last question, and that
is on—in your budget you have money for missile defense. One of
the concerns that I and many others have had is that we have not
deployed to the fullest the technology that would give us the mis-
sile defense systems that we need, either in theater or interconti-
nental. I want to ask you if you think that the Department is going
to be able to move toward having the missile defense systems that
we must have within this budget constraint—I think $3.6 billion is
what you have—and if we need to have changes in the ABM Treaty
in order to continue to go forward for this missile defense.

I happen to believe the biggest security threat the United States
faces is ballistic missiles, either into our country or into a theater
where our troops are. I want to make sure that we are going full
force with technology, and if we need to address the ABM issue
then we need to do that.

So where are we with this $3.6 billion that you have in your
budget?

Dr. HAMRE. Senator, of course the $3.6 billion here and the full
funding throughout the 5-year plan we honestly believe brings for-
ward the development of a national missile defense system, but not
the procurement of that national missile defense system. We do not
have procurement money in our 5-year plan for it, but we do have
the development and the funds that are required if we do need to
make the deployment decision to invest in it inside this 5-year
plan.

I think that is properly funded. As you know, not all the testing
has gone all that successfully in some of the programs and so we
really are pushing them about as far as we can right now.

I think the real question you are asking is where is the procure-
ment money, and that is again an issue that has divided the Con-
gress and the executive branch for the last 3 or 4 years. We have
moved a lot closer under Dr. Perry and under Secretary Cohen, be-
cause we now are funding the same development program. We are
all seeking that same thing. We just do not have the funds to buy
it inside this 5-year plan.

We do not think we need to make that decision right now. When
we have to make that decision, we think we can and it will be
under the same timetable, because we are developing it.

Senator HUTCHISON. To the fullest extent?

Dr. HAMRE. We think so. We think it is honestly paced by devel-
opment risk, not by funding constraint. Now, I will go back to the
experts and find out, to make sure that I am right on that. But
that was as I recall it when we were building the budget back in
December.

Now, as to your question about the ABM Treaty, it is my under-
standing there is nothing that we are doing inside this develop-
ment program right now that requires us to change the ABM Trea-
ty. Obviously, deployment is a different issue and I would have to
come back to you with an answer on that.

Senator HUTCHISON. Right.

Thank you.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much.
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Senator Domenici.

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

First of all, it is good to be with you. Many of us have known
you for a long time. You worked with a very good Senator for a
long time.

Dr. HAMRE. Thank you, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. Our good friend Senator Nunn.

Dr. HAMRE. I got good training.

Senator DOMENICI. You got good training. We are glad to have
you here and congratulations on your Deputy Secretary of Defense
designation.

Dr. HAMRE. Thank you, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. I have two parochial questions and I will sub-
mit them separately.

Dr. HAMRE. Fine. I will be glad to—I will be responsive.

MORE FLEXIBLE CONTINGENCY FUNDING

Senator DOMENICI. Let me ask this question. Since we have been
involved in Bosnia and contemplating getting involved in Iraq, I
have been concerned about the fact that the domestic budget of the
United States and all of its agencies are not bound to 5-year budget
numbers, but the Defense Department of the United States is. It
seems to me that for contingencies if any Department ought to be
given some flexibility, it ought to be the Defense Department. We
are learning more about that need for flexibility with every contin-
gency that comes along.

It seems to me that either we provide more flexibility or we
change our budgeting practices to provide literally for a rather sig-
nificant contingency fund. The reason I raise this is because, I tell
you the truth, as a matter of course the Chiefs come and see me
one time in my office to talk about things that relate to my State,
and I have been more impressed over the last 18 months with their
genudilne concern about the process of budgeting under their com-
mand.

I am concerned that they have to constantly move things around
in this budget because they are now in Bosnia or about to go to
Iraq. I just want to lay before you that I do not believe we ought
to put that onus on military men, leaders of this U.S. Defense De-
partment.

FUNDING CONSTRAINTS

I say that with even more assurance when I find that we do not
bind any domestic Department to anything but 1 year, and some-
how or another, even in so-called austere times, we find $60, $80,
$120 billion more to spend on domestic programs and not a nickel
for defense. It is stuck with this 5-year number.

I am talking about the President’s budget. I am not agreeing
with his spending $65 billion in cigarette settlement for 12 new
programs, but he found it. He found some money to spend. And yet
we are up here asking for emergency money for the Defense De-
partment of the United States to break their cap in a legal way.

So I just want to lay before you that I believe the ultimate job
of a good Comptroller is to try to give these Chiefs and the Joint
Chief of Staff more assurance that they do not have to be so clair-
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voyant and so certain that 3 years from now they are still bound
by something they said before the world changed. Frankly, I do not
know how they can do it myself, with technology changing like it
is and all the needs and demands. We are asking for multiyear
budgets, but 5 years is a long time.

I guess the other thing I would ask you is, do we stick the num-
ber before the Chiefs or do we ask them what they need? I think
that is a very important question. We have numbers. Now, do we
ask the Chiefs when they prepare their quadrennial or whatever,
do we say, what do we need to keep the men and women satisfied
in this All-Volunteer Army? They have got to work, they have got
to be trained, we need R&D. Tell us what we need? Or do we say:
That is the number, $268.3 billion; live within it. Which do we do?

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, it is largely the latter, but we do try to accom-
modate the changes that we need to make on the margin. It tends
to be on the margin. We basically give people a spending path and
say, you need to develop and build a program to this path, but then
on the margin tell us what more you need and in what areas.

So we try to do that. But in all honesty, it is within the con-
straints of the overall funding that we forecast is likely to be avail-
able. But we would have to do that. Otherwise we would get very
distorted kind of plans if we did not, I think.

I understand the sincerity of your position, however.

Senator DOMENICI. I have not served in the capacity that I am
around here not to know that any department of Government, if
you ask them, what do you need? They will ask, what is available?
And God knows where that ends up.

But I do think when you put a 5-year shackle around defense,
with the kind of changes we are talking about, it is a pretty risky
business when it comes to preparedness and contingencies.

FISCAL YEAR 1999 FUNDING ALLOWANCE

Now, I was going to ask you how much you are going to ask for
for the buildup in Iraq, but I am not going to. I will wait until that
comes up.

Dr. HAMRE. It will be there next week.

Senator DOMENICI. You did have a contingency fund of about $3
billion in the 1999 budget, did you not?

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, I think it is called an allowance. It was a new
term I had never seen before. But yes, there was a reservation of
about $3 billion, yes, sir, in 1999.

Senator DOMENICI. Could that be kind of the fund that I have
been just talking with you about?

]f)r. HAMRE. Yes, sir; that is exactly what I think it is best to use
it for.

PRIVATIZATION AND DOD PERSONNEL CUTS

Senator DOMENICI. Now, let me ask another generalized question
about the questions that my friend from Texas asked. I understand
that if the privatization and contracting out contemplated in your
budget do not work in whole or in part, that the military will be
left with a situation where they were expected to have less end
strength in personnel but no way to pay for them.
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Dr. HAMRE. Sir, the budget that we put for privatization is really
only on the civilian side, not on the military side. It does indeed
assume that there will be a 20-percent savings against that
150,000 civilian jobs that we are competing. So yes, if none of it
occurs then we would be short. But we actually think it is going
to occur, and I have seen the planning for it. I actually think we
will do a little bit better than that.

Senator DOMENICI. Now, there is no military end strength that
is reduced by privatization or contracting out?

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, there might be some small examples, but the
bulk of it is not. I mean, there are small cases, but most of it is
on the civilian jobs.

Senator DOMENICI. Could you give us the specifics?

Dr. HAMRE. I surely will, yes, sir.

[The information follows:]

Sir, of the 150,000 full time equivalent positions that the Department intends to
compete in accordance with OMB Circular A-76, we expect only about 20 percent
to be military. The exact numbers are very difficult to accurately predict before the
actual cost comparison studies are identified and announced. However, this year we
will be conducting a Department-wide inventory of all civilian and military positions
that will provide greater insight into which positions are inherently governmental
in nature, which positions are commercial activities that are exempt from competi-

tion, and which positions are commercial activities that are subject to competition.
This effort should improve the study identification process substantially.

Senator DOMENICI. So if one of the Chiefs says one of our most
difficult problems is going to be the end strength contemplated by
privatization?

Dr. HAMRE. I think there are end strength cuts that are inde-
pendent of the privatization, and they may be confusing that, or I
may not have understood your question. We have end strength cuts
that are coming against military that are totally independent of the
privatization goals on the civilian side.

Senator DOMENICI. Are they built upon some contingency or are
they just what we are going to agree upon as an end strength re-
duction?

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, they were built on fairly detailed modeling that
was done during the quadrennial defense review, where we looked
tﬁrough each of the forces. We have very detailed plans for all of
that.

Senator DOMENICI. Would you give us for the record the end
strength reduction, both civilian and military, in a summary?

Dr. HAMRE. Absolutely.

Senator DOMENICI. And tell us how we are going to get there?

Dr. HAMRE. I surely will.

Senator DOMENICI. What backs them up.

Dr. HAMRE. I surely will.

[The information follows:]

The QDR process began by developing an overarching defense strategy, and fol-
lowed with assessments of the necessary force structure, readiness, and moderniza-
tion that would be required to implement the strategy. The resulting program rec-
ommended by the QDR is based on: modest reductions and restructuring of our mili-
tary force structure that will still meet present threats, adequate modernization
funding necessary to meet future challenges, and a conscious decision to reduce in-
frastructure and support activities as much as possible. Initiatives identified during
the QDR that will safely result in reduced infrastructure and personnel include re-

engineering infrastructure to achieve better business practices, consolidating many
logistics activities, reducing layers of management oversight at headquarters and



U:\02HEAR\ 1999\ 02FE26.000

29

operational commands, and competing and privatizing infrastructure functions that
are closely related to commercial enterprises. The Secretary has established the De-
fense Reform Initiative (DRI) and the Defense Management Council (DMC) to con-
tinue and monitor ongoing efforts to reduce infrastructure.

The approaches employed by the Services to effect personnel savings varied in ac-
cordance to their needs, their individual management structures, and their force
structure requirements. The Army plans to restructure parts of its force to reflect
increased efficiencies in support activities and in anticipation of further organiza-
tional change, including the redesign and downsizing of its heavy divisions as it in-
tegrates the results of ongoing warfighting experiments. The Navy plans to reduce
force structure and retire surface combatants and submarines as newer and more
capable systems are added to the fleet. The Air Force is consolidating its fighter,
bomber, and theater airlift squadrons, increasing the number of aircraft in each
squadron while decreasing the number of squadrons. It is also reducing intermedi-
ate headquarters to streamline its command structure, and will aggressively pursue
infrastructure efficiencies.

The QDR reflected the following personnel reduction goals:

Army Navy Marine Corps Air Force
Active MIlItary .......ccooeveeeieieeeee e 15,000 18,000 1,800 26,900
Reserve Military ..o 45,000 4,100 4,200 700
Civilian Personnel .......cccooveveveercevveresrsressieseernns 33,700 8,400 400 18,300

INFLATION SAVINGS AND OUTLAY FORECASTS

Senator DOMENICI. My last question has to do with the savings
on inflation rates being lower than contemplated in the previous 5-
year plan.

Dr. HAMRE. Inflation, yes, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. Do I understand that in this budget you left
whatever savings accrue from inflation reduction in the budget for
the Defense Department?

Dr. HAMRE. Largely. We lost a little bit, but we largely were able
to hold onto the inflation savings.

Senator DOMENICI. I congratulate you.

Dr. HAMRE. Thank you, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. I think it is high time that we not expect to
swallow every bit of inflation savings that one contemplates. That
too changes. You make them eat it all and then it changes back
up again, and we are in another mess.

My last question is: CBO and OMB, which you are bound by, dis-
agree on the cost of your program, of your budget that we are talk-
ing about.

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. Do you and CBO and OMB get together and
try to analyze where those differences come from?

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, we try to. But this year we have not been given
access to any of the details in CBO’s outlay forecasts. They have
not provided us anything this year.

Senator DoMENICI. Well, is that different than last year?

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, sir, it is.

Senator DOMENICI. Do you have any reason to suggest to us as
to why it is different?

Dr. HAMRE. I do not know. As a matter of fact, I just learned
that as I was getting ready for this hearing. I did not know that
until today.
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Senator DOMENICI. I think it would not be bad, Mr. Chairman,
if we asked them, if we asked CBO and OMB to confer on these
differences. They are giving us a $4 billion thing that we have got
to pay for because their number estimates are less.

Dr. HAMRE. We would like that.

Senator STEVENS. If they do not confer, we will get them both
here at the same time, because we cannot make a choice between
them.

Senator DOMENICI. Good.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you.

Senator Cochran.

Senator COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.

I have a couple of questions that relate to research activities
which I will submit for the record. If you will be kind enough to
respond for our record, I would appreciate that.

Dr. HAMRE. Absolutely.

PROCUREMENT FOR MISSILE DEFENSE

Senator COCHRAN. Senator Hutchison asked you some questions
about the ballistic missile defense situation and where we were
with the administration’s plan. I am concerned that you pointed
out, and you had to, that there is no money in this plan really for
procurement. The fact of the matter is that if we are going to de-
velop a system that can be deployed under the so-called three-plus-
three national missile defense program we are going to have to ob-
tain some materials, long lead materials, at some point. It does not
appear to be possible to meet the schedule of three-plus-three with-
out some long lead equipment being purchased prior to a scheduled
deployment decision in the year 2000.

What the administration I guess is assuming is that they will not
ever get to there. It is kind of like the economist who says that the
out-years—do not forget, the out-years never get here. So the ad-
ministration is hoping, I guess, that they will not have to get to the
point where they have to decide that they have to deploy.

Is that why we do not have to put any procurement money in the
plan?

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, I think the administration’s Three-Plus-Three
Program, it is a rolling three-plus-three, and it is triggered by the
concrete intelligence evidence that suggests we really have to do
something finally. And we just do not see that right now. When
that happens, we are always trying to be in a position so that we
can reach out and get something in 3 years. So that is the basis
of it. That is why there is no precise date when it has to be put
in the budget.

Senator COCHRAN. Well, we have heard testimony from people
like Lieutenant General Lyles, who calls the program extremely
high risk. And I assume that means it is unlikely that we will
reach the schedule or meet the schedule. I was wondering what
your interpretation of it is.

One of the CEO’s of the competitor companies for the national
missile defense lead system integrator contract says that you can-
not be ready to deploy for the year 2003 unless you have some long
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lead equipment purchased prior to the scheduled deployment deci-
sion in the year 2000.

Do you disagree with those assessments?

Dr. HAMRE. What I have to tell you is I do not think I know
enough to be able to answer one way or the other right here. As
to General Lyles, I have talked with him several times and I think
I always understood his assessment of the high risk was associated
with bringing the technology on in this time period. But I will go
back and talk with him about that, too.

Senator COCHRAN. Well, these are serious concerns and we hope
that the appropriations that we are able to provide for this pro-
gram permit us to be able to make a decision to defend the security
of the country against ballistic missile attack if it does develop, as
some think, that we are going to be confronted with that threat
sooner rather than later.

SHIPBUILDING

Let me ask you this about shipbuilding. The Secretary of the
Navy testified the other day before the Senate Armed Services
Committee that the future years defense plan provides an adequate
amount of support to meet the projected need of 300 ships for our
Navy, but beyond that future years defense plan this rate of pro-
duction that we have now will not permit us to maintain the re-
quired ship inventory.

What are we going to do about that?

Dr. HAMRE. We need to buy more ships. Right now we are able
to take and sustain a 300-ship Navy because, frankly, we are still
able to live off of the larger inventory we had from the past. But
obviously, if we take the nominal service life of a ship is 30 years
and you need 300 ships, you have got to buy more than 6 a year.

Senator COCHRAN. Right. You have got to buy about 10 a year.

Dr. HAMRE. Yes; I mean, we just have to buy more ships.

Senator COCHRAN. Well, I am hopeful that the committee will
support a schedule of that size. I think it is certainly justified, and
that is what the Secretary of the Navy said in his testimony, that
the operational commitments undertaken by the Navy and Marine
Corps today require a certain force level to satisfy worldwide pres-
ence missions. As we see the U.S.S. John Stennis steaming off to
relieve the George Washington, Senator Lott and I gave the captain
a U.S. Senate flag to carry on that mission. He said he would fly
it while they were underway on the first deployment of the U.S.S.
John Stennis. We are very proud of that.

We appreciate your assistance to the committee and your pres-
ence. We look forward to continuing to work with you, Dr. Hamre.

Dr. HAMRE. Thank you, sir. I am glad to be invited. Thank you.

Senator DOMENICI. Are you finished, Mr. Chairman?

Senator STEVENS. No; Senator Inouye had some questions.

Senator Inouye.

Senator INOUYE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

SELECTIVE PRIVATIZATION

I would just like to make an observation. I realize that privatiza-
tion has become a very popular concept because of possible savings
that may come about. We speak about fiscal discipline. I am old
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enough to remember an event that happened in 1941, and at that
time when the bombs fell private workers who were doing construc-
tion work somehow did not report, but all of the Federal civilian
civil service workers, they all reported to work, and many of them
were casualties.

That is my concern. When they were doing privatization for men
and women in uniform, you lost your operational discipline. Did
you take that into consideration when you adopted privatization?

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, the 150,000 jobs that we are going to compete
are those where we have done a fairly detailed analysis and believe
these are really commercial-like activities. I personally believe that
we can count on contractors to be with us if we have to. We had
over 800 contractor tech reps in Bahrain during Desert Storm and
they were under the same range, Scud range, as our active duty
people.

We have to be sensible about it, of course, and there are things
that you do have to have. I am a firm believer there are things you
have to have Government employees do. And there are things that,
as your fiduciary responsibilities as a Government, I think are a
responsibility of Government. I would not contract out certain ac-
tivities.

So we studied that very carefully. But there still is, I think, a
fair amount of room for us to look at commercial-like programs,
people for example who do payroll here in the United States, things
of that nature. And those are the things that I think it is fair for
us to look at.

Government may still win that competition. So we will see what
the result is.

Senator INOUYE. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Ser;ator STEVENS. I have some questions, but do you have ques-
tions?

STATUS OF SPENDING RESULTING FROM VETO OVERRIDE

Senator DOMENICI. I just have one with reference to the veto
override. You understand we have done that.

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. It is finished.

Dr. HAMRE. I surely do. That is why I did not think I would have
to answer anything.

Senator DOMENICI. You understand that you are supposed to pay
for those projects and programs now, right?

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, the money is out the door.

Senator DOMENICI. Now, we called up to find out where it all
stood and we were told it is going to be a long, long time. Could
we ask you how long it is going to take before some of these things
we just put back in the appropriated cycle, how long it is going to
take?

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, yes, I will call you back before the day is out.
What I do not know is the technical process of the allotment proc-
ess with OMB under a veto environment. But it is not going to take
more than a day for us to get it through the Comptroller’s office,
I know that.
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Senator DOMENICI. So the point is there will be no holdups be-
cause it is an override? You are full speed ahead?

Dr. HAMRE. Full speed ahead.

Senator STEVENS. Well, Senator, with due respect to you and to
Dr. Hamre, there still is the rescission process, and I was told it
might be considered. So let us not spend our money before we get
it.

Dr. HAMRE. OK, I will go back to make sure.

Senator STEVENS. I hope it is not. I hope we do not have to run
that route on this one. This was a sheer mistake and we have cor-
rected it, and Congress has spoken twice now, three times on these.

Dr. HAMRE. Eighty votes does not look like a rescission margin
to me.

Senator STEVENS. I have to tell you, it only takes two people in
the Senate to say no to rescission, and that is me and Senator
Byrd, and they are not going to come out of this committee on this
bill. We have done enough on these now. We just do not have time
to go back and live that thing again now, that is all. I hope that
you will carry that message for us, doctor.

Dr. HAMRE. I shall.

Senator STEVENS. We have got so much going forward. If we
have to do those projects again, it will just be wrong.

FEDERALLY FUNDED RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTERS
[FFRDC’S]

Let me ask you a couple questions. It is no secret what we have
done about FFRDC’s, and now I understand that the Department
has decided that FFRDC’s contract advisory and assistance services
[CAAS] will be considered providers, and they are to be cut by 15
percent by the Department. Is that right?

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, you are asking me a question I do not know the
answer to. I will have to find out. They will be, I am sorry, what
providers?

Senator STEVENS. Do you know whether there is any moneys
that are going to be reprogrammed to restore the fiscal year 1998
level of FFRDC’s?

Dr. HAMRE. Forgive me, I will have to get back to you. I am not
aware of that, but I will find out.

[The information follows:]

Senator, as you know, Section 8035 of the fiscal year 1998 Appropriation Act es-
tablished limits on both the number of staff years of technical effort at Defense
FFRDC’s (6,206) and staff years for defense studies and analysis FFRDC’s (1,105).
Section 8035 also reduced the amount appropriated by $71.8 million. In addition,
the accounts funding FFRDC activities were impacted by the $300 million reduction
for Contract Advisory and Assistance Services (CAAS) in Section 8041. All RDT&E
accounts, including those funding FFRDC activities, were also affected by the pro
rata reductions directed in Sections 8043 and 8048. It is my understanding that the
Military Departments used below threshold reprogramming authority (less than $4
million) to fund some FFRDC efforts. It is not unusual for FFRDC taskings to be
identified during budget execution which were not foreseen during budget develop-
ment. However, I am not aware of any case where a FFRDC’s fiscal year 1998 fund-
ing level was restored. The Department is executing the fiscal year 1998 program
within all the staff year constraints established in Section 8035.

Senator STEVENS. I have a second question then. Will you give
us an update on the current reprogramming regulations that would
apply to the concept of FFRDC’s? I understand that there is a pro-
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cedure to make multiple reprogrammings to accumulate millions of
dollars to restore the FFRDC’s reductions. I would urge you to con-
sult with us before you do that, because not only this committee,
but the authorization committees, have reduced FFRDC’s and par-
ticularly for this year.

Can you tell us what is projected for expenditures for each de-
fense FFRDC for this year? Would you give us that for the record?

Dr. HAMRE. I surely will. I do not have it today.

[The information follows:]

Fiscal year 1998 projected expenditures for all DOD-sponsored Federally Funded

Research and Development Centers (FFRDC’s) Staff Years of Technical Effort (STE)
is estimated at $1,188,400,000. The following table provides projected funding for

each FFRDC.
FFRDC Millions
Studies and Analyses (S&A):
RAND NDRI ..ottt ettt ettt et e e e $23.0
RAND Arroy0 CEnter ......ccceecievierienierieienieeienieetesie e eeesie e saeeneens 20.5
RAND Project Air FOICe .......coooueeviiimiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeteteeee e 23.3
A ... 47.2
28.0
61.4
14.6
218.0
Systems Engineering:
MITRE 346.2
Aerospace 304.7
Systems Eng subtotal ..........cccecieiiiiiiiiniiiiienieceeceeee e 650.9
Laboratory:
MIT-Lincoln Lab 260.9
IDA-C&C (NSA) 32.8
5] D1 25.8
Laboratory subtotal ...........ccccceviiiiieniieiieeeee e 319.5
Total for DOD FFRDC’S ...ccceovuieiiierierieeieieeeie et 11,188.4

1Does not include the potential for up to an additional $30,000,000 in new work resulting
from funds added by the Congress for new programs and increases in ongoing programs over
that requested in the President’s budget. Specifics regarding new work was reported to the four
Defense Committees by the USD(A&T) on March 7, 1998.

THEATER HIGH ALTITUDE AREA DEFENSE [THAAD] MISSILES

Senator STEVENS. We are talking about fiscal year 1998 now.

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, sir, I understand.

Senator STEVENS. Last, I agree with the Senator from New Mex-
ico and others about the importance of the missile defense pro-
grams, but we are informed that the THAAD has missed four inter-
cept attempts and the fifth one has now been delayed, not once, not
twice, but three times delayed. In this request that is before us is
$180 million to purchase 40 of those missiles, and it is based upon
a single intercept being successfully completed.

With that track record so far—and incidentally, we have a simi-
lar situation with the Patriot. Their design has been changed sub-
stantially since it did have an intercept, I guess two intercepts, and
now there is going to be no further attempt to test it before we pur-
chase 48 missiles at $97 million.
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We want the missile defense programs to go ahead, but is the
Department really going to spend that amount of money on pro-
curement before there is real assurance that the design and pro-
duction model is capable and the right ones in each instance to de-
ploy?

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, I do not believe that we have changed our policy
goal of seeing a series of successful tests on THAAD before we obli-
gate the money. I think we have been pretty aggressive in budget-
ing for procurement, but I think there is high risk in this area.

Senator STEVENS. I do not want you to misunderstand me. There
is no committee of the Congress that is more interested in these
missiles.

Dr. HAMRE. I understand very well.

Senator STEVENS. And as a matter of fact, I do not think Patriot
would have become an antimissile missile if it had not been for this
particular subcommittee. But we want the upgrades to be upgrades
that have been successfully demonstrated before we put our money
on the line.

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, sir.
hSenator STEVENS. I hope that the Department will agree with
that.

Dr. HAMRE. Absolutely. And I think we do have that as part of
the—that we are not going to obligate it until, I forget what the
series of successful tests. But I will find that out and report it to
you.

[The information follows:]

THEATER HIGH ALTITUDE AREA DEFENSE [THAAD]

In accordance with the Milestone I Acquisition Decision Memorandum (ADM), two
criteria must be satisfied prior to exercising the contract option for 40 User Oper-
ational Evaluation System (UOES) missiles: Hardware in the loop demonstration of
gu(iidance and control systems, and one body-to-body intercept using the THAAD
radar.

Of these two criteria, a successful body-to-body intercept has not yet been
achieved. It is still the Department of Defense (DOD) plan to exercise the missile
option following a successful intercept. However, because each intercept test failure
to date has had a different root cause and because of differences between the cur-
rent test configuration and the UOES missile, there is concern within DOD regard-
ing the risk of buying 40 UOES missiles on the basis of only one intercept. As a
result of these concerns, DOD, BMDO, and the Army have agreed to revise the plan
for exercising the option. Formal contract initiation is planned following the first
successful intercept, but a phased implementation strategy that includes two in-
terim progress reviews (IPR’s) and a subassembly review will be pursued. The first
IPR will follow the completion of flight test number 8 (FT-08), ground tests on the
block upgrade (BUG) configuration, and a 60-day planning session. This IPR would
give authority for partial contract execution to buy long lead items. A second IPR
will be conducted prior to the full contract execution of hardware purchases. Finally,
a Government subassembly review will be conducted following FT-10, if necessary,
to review plans to complete assembly of the missiles. This phased approach limits
government financial and technical risk by allowing additional ground testing and
flight testing prior to purchase of all hardware components.

Senator STEVENS. I am told that the intercepts of the prior de-
sign for pack 3 are being used for now the purchase of a subse-
quent design that has not been tested.

Dr. HAMRE. Forgive me for not being current on that, sir. I will
find that out.

Senator STEVENS. If you can let us know, we would appreciate
it.



U:\02HEAR\ 1999\ 02FE26.000
36

Dr. HAMRE. I will.
Senator STEVENS. But do not take it as any indication of an in-
tent to delay that.

ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS

We do thank you and look forward to working with you. I think
it goes without saying that we are grateful to you for what you do
to help us do our task.

[The following questions were not asked at the hearing, but were
submitted to the Department for response subsequent to the hear-
ing:]

QUESTION SUBMITTED BY SENATOR TED STEVENS
FFRDC REDUCTIONS

Question. Secretary Hamre, can you provide the Committee with an update on the
current reprogramming regulations highlighting the procedures which would allow
the Defense Department to make multiple reprogramming to accumulate tens of
millions of dollars to restore FFRDC reductions?

Answer. The Department has no intention of reprogramming tens of millions of
dollars into FFRDC’s. There are no recent changes to the reprogramming regula-
tions. Current reprogramming regulations limit the amount of funding that can be
added to any line item and the Department will continue to comply with the exist-
ent regulations. The Department has implemented the fiscal year 1998 Congres-
sional reductions pursuant to sections 8035 (FFRDC reduction) and 8041 (Contract
Advisory and Assistance Services). The impact of these reductions represents a
“double cut” to the FFRDC community. Although the fiscal year 1998 reduction low-
ered funded technical staff years below the 6,206 level, the Department will attempt
to execute the fiscal year 1998 FFRDC program at the fiscal year 1997 funded level.
The Department will execute the fiscal year 1998 program within all the constraints
outlined in Section 8035.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR THAD COCHRAN
DEMINING

Question. Mr. Hamre, recently the Defense Reform Initiative moved program
management of the Humanitarian Demining Program from the Office of the Assist-
ant Secretary of Defense for Special Operations/Low Intensity Conflict to the De-
fense Security Assistance Agency. Some reports on this change leave the impression
that the program will no longer support research and development on mine detec-
tion technologies.

(a) Will this program continue to explore new technologies for mine detection?

(b) I understand that acoustic detection was among the research areas being ex-
plored under the program’s prior management. Will that research continue?

Answer. (a) The Defense Reform Initiative had no impact on the OASD(SO/LIC)-
directed demining technology research and development effort. In fact, the program
has recently refocused its efforts on new mine detection technologies to more effec-
tively support the needs and requirements of indigenous deminers. More specifi-
cally, aggressive projects are planned to focus on individual deminer protection and
enhanced handheld mine detection equipment.

(b) The SAC previously directed that acoustic techniques for mine detection be in-
cluded in the candidates evaluated for humanitarian demining applicability. Acous-
tic detection remains a promising research area that will continue to be pursued.

COUNTERDRUG TRAINING

Question. Mr. Hamre, the Regional Counterdrug Training Academy was estab-
lished in Meridian, Mississippi in 1992 as part of the congressionally mandated Gulf
States Counterdrug Initiative.

Are you aware that since its inception, the Academy has trained and graduated
over 9,000 police officers and personnel from Alabama, Louisiana, Mississippi, Geor-
gia and the Armed Forces in counterdrug operations?
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The Academy’s success has led to a decision that will soon add the anti-terrorism
training mission to its curriculum. Will the Department support providing the addi-
tional funding that may be needed for this expanded mission?

What are your plans for this program over the next few years?

Answer. Academy has trained and graduated since its inception in 1992, but it
has been quite active. In just fiscal year 1997 it ran 63 iterations of 31 counterdrug-
related classes, training over 2000 people.

The Department has no authority to provide any funding for this expanded anti-
terrorism training mission. While the Academy’s decision to add an anti-terrorism
training mission to its curriculum demonstrates initiative, it was not requested by
or coordinated with DOD. As you state in your introduction to these questions, the
Regional Counterdrug Training Academy was established as part of the congression-
ally mandated Gulf States Counterdrug Initiative. It is authorized annually as one
of DOD’s counterdrug activities. Finally, funds are appropriated for it annually as
part of DOD’s counterdrug appropriation. DOD’s authority to provide funding for
the Regional Counterdrug Training Academy is limited to counterdrug training.

DOD budgeted $2.2 million for the Regional Counterdrug Training Academy for
fiscal year 1999 and fiscal year 2000. Its budget increases slightly to $2.3 million
for fiscal year 2001 and fiscal year 2002. Finally it increases once more in fiscal year
2003 to $2.4 million.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PETE V. DOMENICI
LOCATION OF NEW AGENCY

Question. Is one of the goals of the new Defense Threat Reduction and Treaty
Compliance Agency to find a single location for the entire agency?

Answer. It is our intention to make every effort to find a single location for the
new agency. Or alternatively, to establish the organization in facilities that are in
close proximity to each other. Our goal is to create synergy among the technical ex-
pertise in the field of weapons of mass destruction as well as to anticipate creative
functions for the future. This can be accomplished by locating the personnel in a
convenient geographical area that is also cost-effective and meets a high standard
of excellence for the personnel assigned to the agency.

FUNCTION OF DSWA’S FIELD COMMAND

Question. If so, what are your plans regarding the important WMD-related mis-
sions performed by DSWA’s Field Command at Kirkland Air Force Base?

Answer. Current plans call for the integration of Field Command DSWA and the
mission it performs within the new agency. However, groups have been appointed
to review some aspects of the new agency’s activities including several performed
by Field Command.

DEFENSE REFORM INITIATIVE

Question. Is the DOD going to use the Defense Reform Initiative as a way to
chgnge in any way the separate but complimentary nuclear mission of the DOD and
DOE?

Answer. No, we do not intend to change the nuclear missions of the two Depart-
ments in any fundamental way. The reorganizations envisioned by the Defense Re-
form Initiative will enable DOD to complete its nuclear mission more effectively be-
cause agencies with complimentary missions are being merged. The fundamental
mission of DOD with respect to nuclear missions, however, will not change.

Question. If so, why?

Answer. Not applicable. See response to previous question.

REDUNDANCY OF NUCLEAR RESPONSIBILITY

Question. Does the DOD perceive any redundancy between the two departments
in the nuclear area.

Answer. The Defense Department does not believe that there are any
redundancies between the DOD and DOE regarding nuclear responsibilities. There
is close coordination between the two Departments, particularly on nuclear stockpile
support and operation of simulators for the leveraging of capabilities and avoidance
of redundancies. Any transfer of work between the departments would necessitate
a comparable increase to the workforce of the receiving department or result in the
elimination of other work in order to accommodate the new mission.
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MANAGEMENT OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS STOCKPILE

Question. The management of DOD’s nuclear weapons stockpile involves account-
ability for weapons and components, logistical support, and inspections. This mis-
sion is the responsibility of DSWA. I have heard that the Department is considering
splitting and transferring these efforts to other organizations rather than transfer-
ring as an entity to the new WMD agency. Why would the Department want to lose
the synergy that currently exists among these efforts and the additional WMD mis-
sions to be performed by the new agency?

Answer. Current plans call for the integration of Field Command DSWA and the
missions it performs within the new agency. We are not at this time adding or delet-
ing from these missions for the new agency. However, groups have been appointed
to review some aspects of the new agency’s activities.

NUCLEAR SURETY INSPECTIONS

Question. In the case of inspections, why would the Department want to use the
nuclear Commander in Chief (CINC)—Strategic Command—to inspect other CINC’s
on nuclear surety? Wouldn’t an independent inspection process be more prudent?

Answer. Nuclear surety inspections are currently performed by the Defense Spe-
cial Weapons Agency (DSWA) and present plans call for the transfer of this function
to the new agency. Whether the inspections could be more effectively performed by
another DOD organization, including a CINC, is the subject of ongoing review
chaired by the Joint Staff.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JUDD GREGG
NATIONAL GUARD ROLE IN CONSEQUENCE MANAGEMENT OPERATIONS

Question. Dr. Hamre, you indicated that the fiscal year 1999 budget request pro-
vides approximately $49 million for National Guard units to bring in NBC equip-
ment to augment early responders in a crisis. Please provide additional explanatory
information on the subject, to include, but not limited to: detailed funding breakout
for fiscal year 1999 and the outyears.

Answer. $49.2 million for fiscal year 1999 implementation has been requested for
fiscal year 1999 in the President’s Budget with the following recommendations:
$19.9 million to stand up, train, and equip National Guard Rapid Assessment and
Initial Detection elements; $15.9 million for patient decontamination and WMD re-
connaissance element training and equipment in the Army and Air National Guard,
and the Army and Air Force Reserve; $6.9 million to establish and staff a Con-
sequence Management Program Integration Office; $3.3 million to train and prepare
medical personnel to provide medical care to nuclear, chemical, and biological cas-
ualties; $1.8 million for additional Emergency Preparedness Liaison Officer training
and equipment; and $1.4 million to upgrade simulation systems and conduct civil-
military response exercises.

All states and territories will benefit from this substantial DOD effort. The bene-
fits from the expenditure of these funds, for the purposes identified above, will de-
velop through fiscal year 1999 and into the future. Outyear funding requirements
are currently under development.

Question. Types of units and the tasks and missions that the units will perform.

Answer. During the development of the plan approved by the Deputy Secretary
of Defense, Services were asked to identify units that might perform the response
tasks identified in the interagency WMD response plan and to indicate if those units
were adequately organized, trained, and equipped to perform these specific tasks.
This survey dramatically displayed existing gaps in procedures, training, and equip-
ment necessary for appropriate response.

The Response Task Force Commanders, Defense Coordinating Officers, and Emer-
gency Preparedness Liaison Officers from all services are identified and trained to
work in the interagency environment. The task force commanders, however, have
only a limited number of specifically focused response assets to call on—and their
capacity for large events may not be sufficient. This program will dramatically in-
crease those elements that are prepared to respond quickly. The consequence man-
agement program integration office, being established now, will develop the organi-
zation of each element as well as the training and equipment necessary for that ele-
ment. These elements will range in size from 5 or 6 people to 50 or 60. During the
first year of the program, we will establish three types of elements: Assessment, De-
corlltamination, and Reconnaissance, and begin training some of the medical person-
nel.
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The rapid assessment elements will form the tip of the federal military spear for
response to WMD attacks. They are designed to rapidly deploy to an incident site
to assist local, state, and other federal agencies in assessing the situation and initi-
ating requests for additional state or federal response assets needed. Twenty-two
full-time National Guard soldiers and airmen, commanded by a Lieutenant Colonel,
will undergo intense technical training. Specific courses for each position have been
identified. These elements will also be equipped with state of the art detection and
analysis equipment, as well as computer models for various types of attacks. As a
National Guard element, they may be employed by the Governor or be federalized
and deployed to respond with other federal assets. The location of the RAID ele-
ments to be fielded in fiscal year 1999 in each Federal Emergency Management
Agency Region will be determined by a modeling process that analyzes specific sta-
tioning criteria. Some influencing factors are demographics of a quick response area,
geographic orientation, National Guard airlift response availability, existing re-
sponse assets, and interstate compacts.

These elements are created out of existing force structure. We are able to leverage
the National Guard and Reserve Component capabilities by focusing existing units
on the consequence management mission tasks, providing specific training, and de-
livering supplemental equipment to enhance their current capabilities. This capital-
izes on the current structure and leverages their current training. Using National
Guard and reserve elements already stationed throughout the United States also
improves the response time to incident sites. The National Guard elements may be
employed as state assets or as federal assets under the Response Task Force.

We believe this program will develop capabilities required by our nation to meet
the overwhelming challenges from the use of Weapons of Mass Destruction. These
are the same capabilities we require in the DOD to respond to the use of WMD
against our forces anywhere in the world.

Question. Time lines for activation of the units.

Answer. Ten rapid assessment elements will be fielded in fiscal year 1999 (the
plan is to field one in the 1st Quarter, and 3 in each subsequent quarter).

The force structure for the Reconnaissance and Decontamination Elements is al-
ready in existence. Army Reserve and National Guard Chemical Units and Air
Force Reserve/Air National Guard Medical Patient Decontamination teams will be
receiving additional training and equipment in fiscal year 1999 and fiscal year 2000
to perform this mission.

Question. Training that the units will receive.

Answer. While many military units possess basic skills and capabilities that can
be applied to WMD response requirements, few have been specifically focused on the
precise tasks or equipped with the appropriate assets to immediately respond to
such an event.

For many of the WMD response tasks, focusing units on the missions they may
be asked to perform and developing their awareness of the Incident Command Sys-
tem (ICS) is all that may be necessary. For others, specific tasks will require train-
ing. In a WMD scenario, selected members will be tasked to deploy to the Hot Zone
and operate for extended periods of time, quite different from our wartime practices.
Even more demanding, the tasks requiring total decontamination must be antici-
pated. These are very different practices when compared to our military doctrine
today. Here again, the value of training to the same standards, using common ter-
minology and exercising with first responders, we have the opportunity to prepare
for this most demanding mission.

Question. Explanation of how the National Guard units will be integrated with
Active component units.

Answer. This is a major step forward for the Guard and Reserve into the Total
Force concept. In Secretary Cohen’s September 4, 1997 Memo on the integration of
the active and reserve components, we received our marching orders. He called on
the military services to provide the National Command Authorities with a total
force that provides the flexibility and interoperability necessary for the full range
of military operations. He went on to challenge us to identify and tear down any
remaining barriers to effective integration. The use of the Guard and Reserve dur-
ing an actual WMD event will clearly demonstrate just how effective we have be-
come in implementing the Total Force concept.

With a major emphasis being place on special training to manage chemical and
biological disasters, our Guard and Reserve will be better able to respond to other
disasters that may unexpectedly involve hazardous materials. And if called to active
duty, these Guard and Reserve forces will step right in with their active duty coun-
terparts without significant additional training in these areas.

Question. Explanation of how the National Guard units will coordinate with and
receive information from local, state, and federal authorities.
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Answer. I see that this new role will serve to improve the relationship that Guard
and Reserve forces have with their local counterparts. By bringing them together
more often during local, state, and federal exercises, they will have the opportunity
to practice their various roles. So, in the event of an actual disaster, all will know
exactly what to do and how to work together.

As a nation we will also benefit as we will continue to have one of the most capa-
ble military forces in the world.

And every citizen in our nation also benefits. With a larger force of well-trained
and well-equipped responders, we will have more experts in more communities
throughout the country. Having the right people with the right training and the
right equipment responding at the right time to the right threat means more lives
saved in any disaster.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR DANIEL K. INOUYE
BOSNIA—COSTS, STRATEGY, AND NUMBER OF PEOPLE INVOLVED

Question. Dr. Hamre, I understand the Administration’s plans for a follow-on force
in Bosnia are now being formulated. Can you tell the Committee what the size of
the force will be and your estimates of the costs for the balance of 1998 and for
1999?

Answer. NATO has selected a mission option for the follow-on force for SFOR. The
U.S. has announced that its contribution to that follow-on force will represent a re-
duction in the current U.S. contingent from 8,500 to 6,900. It is too soon to say what
the savings will be; however, the costs associated with logistics tail will remain rel-
atively fixed. As you know, the President has requested $486.9 million in supple-
mental appropriations to support U.S. operations in Bosnia for fiscal year 1998, post
June 30, 1998, as well as $1.858.6 billion for fiscal year 1999.

Question. When will the President certify these plans to the Congress?

Answer. Pursuant to the National Defense Authorization and Appropriations Acts
for Fiscal Year 1998, the President submitted a certification and related report to
the Congress on the need for extending the U.S. deployment in Bosnia and on other
matters as part of the request for fiscal year 1998 supplemental appropriations,
which was dated March 3, 1998.

Question. Is there an agreed upon exist strategy for pulling U.S. forces out of Bos-
nia?

Answer. The goal of U.S. policy in Bosnia is to create a sustainable peace where
a sizable NATO presence is no longer necessary and diplomatic, institutional, and
economic levers are sufficient to sustain peace in the region. Ten benchmarks have
been established which would likely create the conditions needed for a NATO
ground troop withdrawal:

1. Local police forces need to be restructured, re-integrated, and re-equipped such
that they can.

2. A phased and orderly process for returns of refugees and displaced persons
should be in effectively deal with civil disorder in accordance with western stand-
ards.

3. Less political party control of the media, more accessibility for all political par-
ties, and a more formidable “independent” media.

4. The military balance will require confidence and security building measures,
arms control, and greater inter-entity military cooperation.

5. Functioning Joint-Institutions that decrease official corruption through the cre-
ation of legitimate revenue/disbursement mechanisms.

6. Democratization. The September 1998 elections must be conducted in a free
and fair manner. The need for OSCE supervision/arbitration should reduce. Local,
entity, and national governments should function transparently.

7. Economic reconstruction. The interim currency should be in circulation, public
corporations formed, transparent budgets in place, and an IMF program in place.

8. A multi-Party solution to the administration of Brcko should be in place.

9. A improve party cooperation on the war crimes issue.

10. International organizations should be able to function without a large NATO
presence.

Question. What is DOD’s policy for the troops currently assigned to Bosnia—will
they be replaced or asked to stay on for the duration?

Answer. Some troops will be replaced. Generally, DOD is using Army-wide
sourcing and continued participation by the Reserve Components to lessen the im-
pact on EUCOM of OPTEMPO and PERSTEMP requirements. For some combat/
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combat-service support units such as Military Police, logistics, maintenance, etc.,
duty in Bosnia is enhancing their skills and readiness.

RECRUITING AND RETENTION

Question. Recently, the Air Force Chief of Staff brought his concerns on pilot re-
tention to my attention. I am told the other services are also concerned with their
ability to meet their recruiting and retention goals. What does your 1999 budget re-
quest do to ensure that the services can meet their personnel requirements?

Answer. Last year the Department requested and Congress approved legislation
to increase the maximum amounts for Aviator Career Incentive Pay (ACIP) and the
Aviator Continuation Bonus (ACP). The Services budgeted funds to cover the in-
creases. In general, across the Services both retention and bonus take rates are de-
clining, pilot separations are increasing, and airline hiring—which may have peaked
at 3,854 new hires in 1997—is projected to stay above 3,000 over the next several
years. Applying current retention models with the expanded authorities provided in
the Fiscal Year 1998 National Defense Authorization Act, the Services project they
will retain adequate numbers of aviators to meet mission requirements through fis-
cal year 1999. The Services are also working hard to reduce the strain of high oper-
ational tempo on the quality of life of our pilots and their families. While pilot reten-
tion is of concern, the Services are not now indicating a short-term readiness im-
pact. We are concerned, however, about longer-term issues and are studying options
to address this problem on a priority basis. We expect to provide a report to Con-
gress on the progress of this effort by March 31.

Question. Are you confident the request provides adequate resources for recruiting
and advertising?

Answer. The fiscal year 1999 budget request for recruiting and advertising pro-
vides what we felt to be an adequate level of investment for the planned accession
missions. That said, a strong economy, coupled with record-low unemployment, con-
tinues to force the Department to apply additional resources to sustain success in
military recruiting programs. After facing resource shortfalls in recruiting and ad-
vertising, the Army reprogrammed funds in fiscal years 1997-98 for advertising, en-
listment bonuses, and education benefits. Today, the Army has adequately budgeted
recruiting for fiscal year 1999. In fiscal year 1998, the Navy cut recruiters and other
resources; as a result, the Navy probably will miss its accession objectives. However,
the Navy has taken steps to correct that problem for fiscal year 1999, resulting in
an investment-per-recruit ratio similar to the level employed during the successful
recruiting years of 1996-97. The Navy’s action will fund an expansion in the num-
ber of recruiters and will boost investments in enlistment incentives and advertis-
ing. The Air Force and Marine Corps recruiting and advertising budgets appear to
be satisfactory for fiscal year 1999.

Question. Can you assure this Committee that sufficient funding has been set
aside for bonuses and other incentives to retain key military personnel?

Answer. Our assessment is that the Services have allocated sufficient funding to
retain individuals who have highly marketable civilian skills. This has always been
a challenge for us, even during the drawdown. In order to be competitive, we use
the special and incentive pays authorized by Congress such as selective reenlistment
bonus; aviation continuation pay; medical specialty pays for doctors, nurses and den-
tists; and nuclear officer bonuses. We appreciate the strong and continuing support
of Congress for these special pays. The fiscal year 1999 budget request is adequate
to meet current needs, but we see indications of potential problems in the next few
years and may be putting forth requests for some increases in existing pays and
possible additions of new pay authorities in the near future.

MEDICAL CARE FOR RETIREES AND FEHBP COVERAGE

Question. Dr. Hamre there is a great outcry among our military retirees that their
health needs have been forgotten by the Defense Department. One proposal which
may come up this year to redress this is to place our retirees under the Federal Em-
ployees Health Benefits Program. Can you present the arguments in favor of and
1n opposition to this plan and why DOD might not be supportive of the idea?

Answer. Undoubtedly, this nation owes a great debt of gratitude to the men and
women who served, especially those who risked their lives and fought the nation’s
wars. The Department feels a sincere and abiding responsibility for the health care
of all our beneficiaries, including those who are retired. While the Department deep-
ly appreciates the health care needs of our military retirees, legislative proposals
mandating access to the Federal Employees Health Benefits Program (FEHBP) for
military retirees who are Medicare eligible raise significant cost concerns. The CBO
has estimated that the total government cost of offering FEHBP to this population
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is approximately $1.5 billion annually. Moreover, allowing major segments of our
beneficiaries to enroll in FEHBP poses serious readiness implications for the Mili-
tary Health System, since retention of our retiree population within the direct care
system is critical to training and readiness. While the DOD places a high priority
on the importance of providing access to affordable health care to our retirees, their
spouses, and survivors, absorbing the cost of FEHBP on an annual basis is prohibi-
tively expensive. The Department strongly endorses the use of Medicare dollars
through Medicare subvention to expand capacity and services to our Medicare-eligi-
ble beneficiaries. The Department is aggressively pursuing the Medicare subvention
demonstration program authorized by the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 as an impor-
tant first step in bringing Medicare subvention nationwide.

Question. How would such a proposal impact on the military treatment facilities?

Answer. Proposals to offer FEHBP enrollment to Medicare eligible military retir-
ees would have a dramatic impact on military treatment facilities and the entire
Military Health System. As stated above, absorbing the cost of FEHBP on an an-
nual basis would dramatically reduce the ability of the Military Health System to
meet its readiness mission and would have detrimental effects on the training and
skill maintenance of physicians and other medical personnel. Moreover, requiring
the Military Health System to absorb the cost of FEHBP premiums for some or all
retirees would actually reduce the capacity of the MHS to provide services to retir-
ees on a space available basis. This reduction in the current level of effort would,
in turn, jeopardize the flow of Medicare dollars into the MHS, which is critical to
the success of the Medicare subvention program.

B—2 BOMBER

Question. Mr. Secretary, last year the Congress provided $331 million to start the
procurement of additional B—2 bombers. The President has not indicated that he in-
tends to use these funds for other purposes. Have you decided to buy more B-2
bombers, and if so, how many?

Answer. The President will indicate his intentions with respect to procuring addi-
tional B—2 bombers in fiscal year 1998 after he receives the recommendations of the
Congressionally-mandated Long Range Airpower Panel. The Department of Defense
position remains unchanged; there is no need to procure additional B—2’s beyond the
current fleet of 21 aircraft.

Question. If the President determines that no more B-2’s will be purchased what
plans have you made for spending the $331 million appropriated?

Answer. The Air Force will use the $174 million requested in the fiscal year 1998/
1999 President’s Budget to support the B—2 bomber baseline program identified to
Congress in justification material provided in February 1997. The remaining $157
million will be applied to continuing the B-2 Multi-Stage Improvement Program.
The following requirements are currently unfunded:

Millions

Low Observable (LO) Maintainability Improvements ...........cccccoeevvveeeeveeeinnenn. $50
Deployable Shelters ............coccoveieviiieniiiiiiiiiieiiieieeieene 22
Beyond-Line-of-Sight (BLOS) SATCOM .......cccccevviviiveniinenns 58
Radio/Mission Management 8x10 Center Instrument Display 36
WCMD Integration ...........cccceeeveenevennen. 39
Auto-throttles/Digital Engine Control .........ccccccceevviiiiriiieiniiieeeieeeeieeeeeee e 11
TOLAL ettt ettt ettt ettt e b e aae e 216

QUESTION SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ERNEST F. HOLLINGS
FUNDING FOR JROTC

Question. Mr. Secretary, I am receiving reports from students, educators, and par-
ents from all across South Carolina telling me that funding for Junior ROTC has
been cut and that this cut is adversely affecting this important youth program. Why
is this so? Will this year’s budget adequately fund JROTC?

Answer. No Service has expanded the number of JROTC units; however, because
of the need to trim back overall, the Navy has reduced funding for existing units.
It did so only after it had reduced its JROTC headquarters staff by about one-half.
The funding adjustments by the Navy represent a 30-percent reduction in its
JROTC budget for fiscal year 1998, relative to 1997. This includes cuts in funding
for student travel, which in turn may limit field trips. A separate concern from
South Carolina, expressed during a meeting of state legislators and educators spon-
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sored by the Senate Armed Services Committee staff on March 6, centered on the
State’s preference to establish new JROTC units. During that meeting, we reported
that the Services are not currently in a position to expand their JROTC presence
in South Carolina because of budgetary constraints. We also noted that the JROTC
program is significantly over-represented in South Carolina relative to the national
average. About one-half of South Carolina high schools now have JROTC units com-
pared to approximately 10 percent nationwide, with many of the latter group now
on a waiting list.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PATRICK J. LEAHY
DEPLOYMENT

Question. Last spring the GAO completed a report, which was entitled, “Medical
Surveillance Improved Since Gulf War, But Mixed Results in Bosnia.” In short, the
GAO reported that DOD had initiated changes to improve medical surveillance for
deployments, but that medical assessments and record keeping were still incom-
plete. What, if anything, Dr. Hamre, is DOD doing differently in the current deploy-
ment to avoid repeating the mistakes made seven years ago?

Answer. The Department has learned many lessons from the Gulf War experi-
ence. After the Gulf War, the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Health Affairs and
the Joint Staff undertook a complete review of doctrine, policy, oversight, and oper-
ational practices for medical surveillance and force health protection. A number of
changes were incorporated for subsequent deployments to Somalia, Rwanda, Haiti,
and Bosnia. In August 1997, the Department issued DOD Directive 6490.2 “Joint
Medical Surveillance” and DOD Instruction 6490.3 “Implementation and Application
of Joint Medical Surveillance for Deployments.” The directives establish the Depart-
ment’s policy and requirements that will improve health assessments, surveillance,
and record keeping during deployments. The directives require: pre-deployment and
post-deployment health screenings, including mental health assessments, blood sam-
ple collections; health threat briefings; and the collecting, analyzing, and document-
ing of an expanded range of health surveillance data during deployments.

The Joint Staff and the Services are implementing these requirements. Currently,
joint publications are being rewritten to include changes in doctrine regarding force
medical protection. Additionally, the warfighting Commanders in Chief have revised
theater operations plans to include the force medical protection requirements.

For current operations in Southwest Asia, USCINCCENT recognized the impor-
tance of improved medical surveillance, immunization tracking, and record keeping.
USCINCCENT requested and received augmentation by a Joint Medical Surveil-
lance Team (JMST) in March 1998. The JMST will coordinate, monitor, and evalu-
ate force medical protection measures during current operations. The 8-person team
includes one 2-person element augmenting the CENTCOM Surgeon’s staff in Flor-
ida, while three 2-person elements deployed to augment the medical staff of the
Army, Air Force, and Navy components in theater.

For the future, the Services and the Director, Medical Information Management,
Technology and Reengineering, TRICARE Management Activity are establishing the
information system requirements to support medical record keeping during deploy-
ments and throughout the Military Health System. The computerized patient record
(CPR), Theater Medical Information Program (TMIP), and the personal information
carrier (PIC) are major information system initiatives designed to create an effective
medical tracking system and health record before, during, and after deployments.

For the current operations in Southwest Asia, actions related to specific lessons
learned include:

Learned.—Perform and document pre-deployment health assessment.

Action.—USCINCCENT requires health assessment before deployment. In theater
health assessment standardized and entered in central database.

Learned.—Improve medical record keeping in theater.

Action.—Immunizations documented by: USAF using Military Immunization
Tracking System; USA using MedPROS; and USN using SNAP Automated Medical
System afloat.

Health care encounters in theater documented by: USAF and USA using “Medical
Shlrveillance—Theater” system; and USN using “SNAP Automated Medical System”
afloat.

Requirements being developed for documentation of use/issue of preventive coun-
termeasures.

Learned.—Improve medical surveillance in theater.
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Action.—USCINCCENT requires weekly reporting of disease and non-battle in-
jury (DNBI) data to the CINC Surgeon.

Joint Medical Surveillance Teams deployed at USCINCCENT request to oversee
surveillance and monitor immunization tracking and record keeping.

USAF and USA using “Medical Surveillance—Theater” system.

USN using “SNAP Automated Medical System” afloat.

Learned.—Improve exposure assessments and record keeping in theater.

Action.—Laboratories deployed (biological and environmental capabilities).

Documentation of pesticide usage required during deployment.

Database of environmental sampling results retained.

Learned.—Perform and document health assessment at redeployment.

b Action.—In theater health assessment standardized and entered in central data-
ase.

Learned.—Need licensed products for BW/CW countermeasures.

Action.—Ongoing efforts among OASD(HA), Food and Drug Administration (FDA)
and Army Medical Research and Materiel Command regarding pyridostigmine bro-
mide (PB), botulinum toxoid, and future products.

Learned.—Improve health risk communication efforts.

Action.—Predeployment health threat briefings (“what are the threats”).

Health threat briefings (“what actually was experienced”) required on redeploy-
ment.

Information packets on health issues (especially for BW/CW countermeasures) for
military member, unit leadership, and medical personnel.

Plan to distribute results of post-deployment health assessments.

Learned.—Assess health of force post-deployment.

Action.—U.S. Army Center for Health Promotion and Preventive Medicine has
mission for central analysis of deployment and postdeployment health experience.

Learned.—Improve VA/DOD coordination during and after deployment.

Action.—Active VA/DOD Executive Council.

Military and Veterans Health Coordinating Board evolving out of Persian Gulf
Veterans Coordinating Board.

Question. Last year this subcommittee added funding to develop advance medical
information management technologies. Health Affairs has begun an effort out of
those funds which would put critical medical data about each deploying service
member on a ruggedized magnetic dogtag, called a Personal Information Carrier
(PIC). The dogtag would capture massive amounts of data about each person’s par-
ticular health situation before, during, and after a deployment. This prototype car-
ries the digital equivalent of 15,000 pages worth of text, and costs about $20. Unfor-
tunately, while the Administration is planning a 33,000-person demonstration of
these carriers in the future, there is no funding in the Administration’s request to
begin this project. As our forces once again head back to the Gulf, I can’t help but
think we can do a better job of monitoring the health risks that our service mem-
bers encounter when they are deployed. What will DOD be doing to get technologies
like the PIC out of the laboratory and into the field?

Answer. Current joint-service efforts directly support President Clinton’s Novem-
ber 8, 1997 statement and the Fiscal Year 1998 DOD Authorization Act require-
ments (Section 765: Medical Tracking System). These directives establish the De-
partment’s policies, and the Composite Health Care System II (CHCS II) objectives
regarding joint medical surveillance during deployments, which support Force
Health Protection initiatives. They require pre-deployment and post-deployment
health screenings, including mental health assessments, blood sample collections,
health threat briefings, and the collecting, analyzing, and documenting of an ex-
panded range of health surveillance data during deployments. This data will be cap-
tured in a database built on technology used for assessing Persian Gulf Illness. Fur-
thermore, the Computerized Patient Record (CPR), Theater Medical Information
Program (TMIP), and the Personal Information Carrier (PIC) are major information
system initiatives designed to create an effective medical tracking system and
health record prior to, during, and after deployments.

In order to meet the critical, immediate need for the database and this device,
DOD is following an acquisition strategy of “buying a little, testing a little and de-
ploying a lot”. DOD is employing full and open competition to obtain the technical
solution—a PIC device that will interface with existing databases. Interested ven-
dors will provide hardware prototypes by May 5, 1998. After conducting hardware
destructive tests, a proof of concept test will be performed this summer to ensure
that medical data can be captured in the database, and written to and read from
the PIC devices.

A review of DHP funding priorities is currently occurring to determine how to
best pay for the $32 million needed for PIC. Software development will continue,
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and a formal Request for Purchase (RFP) will be issued October 1, 1998 for a pro-
posed Low Rate Initial Production (LRIP) quantity of 33,000 PIC hardware devices.
These devices are scheduled to be operationally tested in Southwest Asia starting
in March 1999.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR BYRON DORGAN
INFLATION ADJUSTMENTS

Question. My understanding is that the Administration’s budget has allocated to
the Department of Defense another $21.2 billion over the next 5 years in additional
spending power, as a result of lower inflation estimates. (These savings amounted
to approximately $2.8 billion for fiscal year 1999.)

Could you please describe how the Administration’s process for distributing these
inflation savings works? Has the Department always been allocated these savings?

In the past, have some of the savings been retained by OMB to provide budgetary
flexibility elsewhere in the budget? Do you know what OMB’s thinking was in allo-
cating all of these savings to DOD?

Answer. The Administration (OMB) issues economic assumptions in late Novem-
ber or early December each year to all federal departments and agencies for pur-
poses of preparing the annual budget for submission to Congress by the first Mon-
day in February. The economic assumptions include separate projections for military
a}I11d civilian pay raises, fuel prices, medical costs, and for all other non-pay pur-
chases.

The revised economic assumptions can result in either a savings or an increase
to the Department’s plan. For the last several years, the historically low inflation
rates have resulted in savings. President Clinton has allowed DOD to retain these
savings. In some prior years to this Administration, the OMB took some of the sav-
ings for deficit reduction since a reduction for inflation does not take reduce real
program.

OMB allowed DOD to keep all the inflation savings in the fiscal year 1999 budget
because the Balanced Budget Agreement was in terms of nominal dollars—not con-
stant dollars—and DOD had a number of fact-of-life unpaid bills such as civilian

pay.
BASE CLOSURES

Question. Secretary Cohen’s Defense Reform Initiative includes the recommenda-
tion that Congress authorize two more rounds of base closure, in 2001 and 2005.
Comptroller Lynn’s chart on the base closure issue asserts that 2 new BRAC rounds
“will produce $3+ billion in annual savings.” However, the chart fails to predict
when those savings will materialize.

Looking at the most recent BRAC round, according to DOD estimates, the 1995
round will not begin to produce annual savings until 2002 or later—seven years
after the base closure commission made its decisions.

Is it fair for us to project this record forward? Can we conclude that a BRAC
round in 2001 will not produce net savings until 2008, and that a BRAC round in
2005 will not yield net savings until 2013 or later?

Answer. No. A BRAC round in 2001 will produce annual net savings in 2005. A
BRAC round in 2005 will produce annual net savings in 2009. Together, these two
rounds will yield annual net savings in 2008 that build to more than $3 billion per
year after 2011 and to a total of $21 billion by 2015. Annual savings tend to exceed
annual costs in the fourth year of implementation. For example, annual savings ex-
ceeded annual costs associated with BRAC 88 in 1994 (5th year), BRAC 91 in 1995
(4th year), BRAC 93 in 1997 (4th year) and BRAC 95 in 2001 (6th year).

TRACKING INFRASTRUCTURE SAVINGS

Question. Is there adequate accounting throughout the services and the agencies,
to track savings attributable to outsourcing and privatization? If so, what are those
accounting procedures and systems? Are they compatible and consistent across
agencies and services? Is there guidance, and are there standard criteria and meth-
odologies, for counting costs and savings? Are you confident that Deputy Under Sec-
retary Goodman is adequately tracking these savings?

Answer. All organizations, not just DOD, must estimate the savings produced by
management reforms, consolidations, and reorganizations. Accounting systems keep
accurate records for costs; however, no parallel systems exist to track savings.
Therefore, savings must be estimated. The fact that organizations must estimate
savings, however, does not mean that the savings are not real. The primary reason
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that business and government reform management practices, consolidate operations,
and improve organizational structures is precisely to generate these savings.

The Components were not issued specific guidance concerning standard criteria
and methodologies for counting costs and savings; however, various estimating tech-
niques confirm the general level of savings associated with outsourcing and privat-
ization efforts. Further, we are developing a questionnaire to be used to consistently
track savings for future rounds and I am confident that John Goodman has a good
handle on these savings.

$60 BILLION PROCUREMENT TARGET

Question. We often hear about the Department’s goal of a $60 billion annual pro-
curement or modernization budget. And I note that the President’s budget proposal
achieves that goal for fiscal year 2001, 2002 and 2003. Could you please explain how
this $60 billion target was arrived at? Was it a threat-based analysis?

Answer. The $60 billion target is a departmental goal. There is universal agree-
ment that the level of procurement funding has fallen as far as it should. There is
an undisputed need to invest in the recapitalization of our forces. Current inven-
tories are aging and new technologies offer enormous potential to improve our com-
bat capabilities across all mission areas. As the level of procurement funding
dropped below $40 billion in the fiscal year 1996 budget, the Department’s leader-
ship felt it was important to focus attention on the need to increase funding for
modernization. The establishment of a departmental funding target serves that pur-
pose. Both the Secretary and I have testified in the past that it is important not
to become fixated with any particular number. The $60 billion is not an end in
itself. What is important is recognition of the need to increase procurement funding
in order to pursue a focused modernization effort that will ensure this country can
maintain the qualitative battlefield superiority we need to have. The Quadrennial
Defense Review (QDR) reaffirmed the desirability of achieving a modernization level
of roughly $60 billion. As you noted, our budget proposal achieves that level in fiscal
year 2001 and stabilizes funding at that level through fiscal year 2003.

CBO REESTIMATE

Question. Press reports this morning suggest that the Congressional Budget Office
will conclude that the fiscal year 1999 budget would result in outlays that are $3
billion to $4 billion higher than permitted by the bipartisan budget agreement. In
§$h0rt, the Administration underestimated the cost of its defense program by $3 to

4 billion.

Could you please respond to these reports? What kind of a difference are we deal-
ing with? How do DOD’s budget estimation and projection methods differ from those
of CBO? To what parts of the defense budget can we attribute these billion-dollar
differences in outlay projections?

Answer. The CBO reestimate of the President’s budget request is $3.6 billion
higher than the OMB estimate of the program. In general, CBO and OMB differ
in these estimates because CBO does not adjust their model for anticipated policy
changes, program level changes, or emerging trends in spending patterns. OMB/
DOD projects outlays based on program content changes such as modifications; Con-
gressional changes to the original budget request; and actual program execution ex-
perience. Within the defense budget, the major outlay differences are found in the
following accounts: Working Capital Funds; RDT&E, Air Force; Shipbuilding and
Conversion, Navy; Base Realignment and Closure; Operation and Maintenance, Air
Force; National Defense Stockpile; and Aircraft Procurement, Navy.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Senator STEVENS. This will complete this hearing and we will re-
sume the subcommittee again on March 4, when we take up the
Air Force budget.

Thank you.

[Whereupon, at 3:58 p.m., Tuesday, February 26, the subcommit-
tee was recessed, to reconvene at 10 a.m., Wednesday, March 4.]
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS
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FORCE
GEN. MICHAEL E. RYAN, CHIEF OF STAFF

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. TED STEVENS

Senator STEVENS. General Ryan, Secretary Peters, I think I will
start. I will ask Senator Bond also to make a statement. We hope
that the rest will get here who intend to get here, but the vote has
just been on for a few minutes. We have made arrangements so
that we will not be interrupted again this morning.

This is the first appearance that both of you have made before
this committee and we welcome you. There is going to be some
question about your budget. I do think you have done an excellent
job of building on what is available. We feel that we are going to
have to go into some of the negative trends that we have seen as
far as the Air Force is concerned.

I am disturbed that the O&M account is basically flat for fiscal
year 1999 compared to fiscal year 1998, and that is in spite of the
fact that the Air Force must absorb $800 million in price increases
and program transfers within the available budget.

I think that we are all going to have questions about readiness.
But my long-term goal, of course, is the F-22. We have to make
sure that our modernization program stays on course.

The space-based infrared system and the Joint Strike Fighter are
moving to costly phases now, and that is going to produce substan-
tial problems for us unless we can find some way to hold those
costs down.

47
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It looks like the defense budget is going to be flat through 2003.
I am disturbed about that because I think we have had to absorb
some costs that I still believe were emergency costs for Bosnia and
some of the Iraq costs which we will try to address in the supple-
mental. But, clearly, that projection, now that the balanced budget
is going to occur actually this year rather than in 2002, is going
to put enormous strain on defense spending because I am certain
that that is going to be the goal, to keep it that way through the
period ahead.

Hopefully, we will have a balanced budget from now on.

But I am just increasingly disturbed that this subcommittee has
had to sort of swallow some costs that were not really basically de-
fense costs and they are going to impact our future as far as having
funds available for the modernization program.

I will have some specific questions after you gentlemen make
your statements.

Let me yield now to Senator Bond.

STATEMENT OF HON. CHRISTOPHER S. BOND

Senator BOND. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, General Ryan, I join with the chairman in wel-
coming you before the committee today to address some really
prominent questions concerning the Air Force.

As we all know, today, once more, the Air Force is being asked
to do more with less. Mr. Secretary, I know that I join with the rest
of the members of this committee when I voice my concern over the
ability of the Air Force effectively to meet its mission requirements.
That, basically, is what we are all about. At the same time, we can-
not be making deep cuts in the supply stocks and accelerating de-
preciation of life cycle times of equipment, not to mention stretch-
ing personnel to their limits through the increased deployment
schedules.

We have all heard about and are very much concerned about the
abysmal retention rates of pilots. We are sympathetic to your ef-
forts to find an answer. But I submit that just throwing money at
these individuals may not be the sole answer.

As I understand, most join the military service to live the experi-
ence of doing something significant for their country, to lead a su-
perlative group of men and women and to provide a fair lifestyle
for their families.

Of course, this includes financial considerations, but it is not the
be-all and end-all. As I understand it, a program to give pilots a
considerable bonus package has met with something less than an
enthusiastic response.

The exodus of the individuals from the Air Force has spanned
the rank structure, and I anticipate that, when these bonuses run
their course, you will, once again, see another exodus only at high-
er, and arguably more critical, grades.

Over the years, individual tactical training flight time has been
drastically reduced. Operations and maintenance funding has been
creatively shifted around so that contingency operations may be
fully resourced while other phases of readiness training are criti-
cally short of funds, and operational flights, in large part, are spent
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flying figure eights in the sky, waiting, just waiting for skills to be
called on—but not honing the edge of these superb pilots.

Rather, operational flying by its nature these days permits that
edge to be dulled from a lack of training. I wonder if you are look-
ing into improving the availability of high quality training opportu-
nities during deployed operations and other measures like that to
improve pilot morale.

I suggest that this kind of thinking might be applied, as well, to
junior and senior enlisted ranks.

That said, we recognize the awesome burden facing our Armed
Forces, both in terms of its increase in mission requirements and
concurrent decrease in the funding available to meet those mis-
sions.

For many years, this committee has warned the Department of
Defense about the policy of low-balling funding requirements which
only exacerbates the fiscal problems facing all of the services’ abil-
ity to conduct the myriad of operations required of you. I think we
are now caught in another emergency crack where there has been
low-balling and overexpenditure.

As I understand it from Mr. Hamre’s comments last week, you
are already expending funds from the fourth quarter of the fiscal
year 1998 budget to pay for missions being flown today, and we are
only in March, Mr. Secretary.

Over the past 6 years, this Congress has increased the defense
budget by billions of dollars. Some critics have attacked us for
those increases. But the Department and the administration have
routinely come back to us pleading for more, as you see once again
this year through emergency supplementals—primarily because of
the burgeoning contingency operations costs.

Some of those operations have extended way beyond contingency
status and we have contested your financial planning for them. I
don’t think it is adequate. I don’t think you are giving us a fair as-
sessment.

On a more happy note, as we look to meet your fiscal require-
ments and your operational requirements, we recognize the need to
coordinate and integrate our combat forces now more than ever. As
someone, I can assure you, who is deeply concerned about the inte-
gration of our Active and Reserve forces, I congratulate you for the
manner in which the Air Force leadership has dedicated itself and
been able to integrate the Active, Reserve, and Guard components
with the military fighting force.

If they were here, I would call upon the leadership of your sister
services to take note of how you do it successfully. If you have a
chance, you might share with them that it can work and you do
make it work. There are some people who just think there ain’t no
way, but you all have done it.

I do have some concerns regarding the upgrading of National
Guard general purpose squadrons to insure the viability for the fu-
ture force of the 21st century. I draw attention to this because of
the fact that the St. Louis Air Guard F-15 unit is currently con-
ducting front-line deployed operations overseas. Many of our Na-
tion’s most experienced fighter aviators reside in Guard units. This
same unit in my home State is, in fact, home to a gulf war three
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time Mig killer, and I am sure that the service would benefit from
insuring his continued full integration in the fighter force.

General Ryan, when it comes to my question time, I would like
for you to address how the Air Force intends to insure this and
maybe speed up the integration of the F-15C into Guard units or
upgrade the electronic suite of the F-15A’s to keep them front-line
viable or even convert these units to F-15E squadrons, which we
would like to see.

I also congratulate you both on your dedication to providing the
Air Force with a program to insure the Air Force will continue to
meet its airlift mission requirements well into the future. We will
address this, too, in the questions and answers as well as the ques-
tions submitted for the record.

Mr. Chairman, I thank you for this time and I appreciate the op-
portunity to hear what the Secretary and the General have to say.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much, Senator.

I don’t think we will wait any longer. There may be others who
will come later.

We would be pleased to have your statements, gentlemen.

Mr. Secretary, General, please proceed.

Mr. PETERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, Senator
Bond.

We appreciate the opportunity to appear this morning before you
to discuss the Air Force’s future plans and priorities and, in par-
ticular, our proposed program for fiscal year 1999. I would also like
to thank this committee for its past support for Air Force pro-
grams, which has been tremendous.

For fiscal year 1999, the Air Force has three budget priorities:
people; readiness; and modernization. People come first because we
cannot have a ready force today or tomorrow unless we attract,
train, and retain the highest quality men and women to operate
our 21st century technologies.

Readiness and modernization are equally key to our present and
future national security and in our constrained budget environ-
ment, we must assume some risk in current readiness in order to
pay for modernization that is key to our future security.

We believe that we have properly balanced our 1999 budget, in-
creasing funding for readiness-related items by some $1 billion
while also providing increased funding for key modernization pro-
grams in air superiority, global mobility, and space.

Importantly, over the Future Years Defense Program, we have
achieved 15 percent real growth in our investment accounts.

Our three budget priorities directly support the “Quadrennial De-
fense Review” [QDR] strategy, the report of the national defense
panel [NDP], and the chairman’s “Joint Vision 2010.” In fact, the
national defense panel reaffirmed that aerospace power plays a sig-
nificant role in shaping, responding, and preparing for an uncertain
future.

Let me turn first to people:

As I have said, people are central to our efforts to shape the
international environment and to run our modern Air Force. Over
the past year, our airmen have been engaged around the world and
have flown into virtually every country in the world. Our forces, for
example, have supported peacekeeping operations in Bosnia, hu-
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manitarian firefighting operations in Indonesia, and noncombatant
evacuation operations in Albania and Sierra Leone.

We also contributed significantly to shaping events by participat-
ing in 53 joint and multilateral exercises worldwide. And, of course,
the Air Force has been heavily engaged in Southwest Asia where,
on a typical day, 8,500 men and women have launched about 150
sorties over Iraq. Today that number has risen to about 14,000.

These operations are not without cost. The deployment rates of
our total force have increased dramatically since the end of the cold
war. Altogether, last year some 14,000 total force airmen were de-
ployed on any given day, a fourfold increase over 1989, despite a
35-percent decrease in total end strength since the end of the cold
war.

Two years ago, many of our men and women were deployed well
over our goal of 120 days per year. In 1997, until the recent devel-
opments in Southwest Asia, we had substantially reduced deploy-
ment rates for many units through global sourcing, creative use of
Reserve and Guard units, and increases in manning in highly
stressed specialties. However, these efforts have placed a heavy
burden on our Reserve forces.

During 1997, our Reserve component deployed during every con-
tingency tasking. In 1997, our Air National Guard and Air Force
Reserve air crews served an average of 100 days in uniform with
their support teams averaging 80 days.

QUALITY OF LIFE

Strengthening the quality of life for all of our airmen must,
therefore, be our highest enduring priority. We owe it to our air-
men to ensure that their faithful service is rewarded with pay,
housing, medical, and community support services that meet their
needs.

Over the past year, we have worked hard to decrease the stress
of deployments. We have increased the amount of time our men
and women in home stations can spend with their families after de-
ployment, and we have improved family support during times of
deloyment.

For example, we have reduced the Air Force participation in joint
exercises by about 15 percent and we have tried to combine our
own operational readiness inspections with other operational activi-
ties.

We have also tested an ombudsman program at five Air Force
bases to assist families of deployed airmen. In addition, in 1999 we
will continue our efforts to improve dormitories and family housing,
increase child care spaces, and provide teen and family centers.

About one-third of our Milcon budget is devoted to these quality
of life improvements.

We are also working hard on readiness, which is absolutely es-
sential to support the respond portion of the QDR strategy. Today,
91 percent of our units are at readiness ratings of C—1 or C-2, with
our front-line units in PACAF and USAFE significantly higher.
However, some readiness indicators are dropping. Our mission ca-
pable rates, for example, have declined 6.8 percent since the gulf
war. Engine readiness has also been a major problem. And as Gen-
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eral Ryan will discuss in more detail, pilot retention remains an ex-
traordinarily grave concern.

The reasons for these declining readiness indicators are, in fact,
very complex and go beyond money.

With respect to engines, turmoil in our air logistics systems work
force, coupled with a shortfall in spare parts funding in 1997, have
caused lower than average productivity. Elsewhere, about one-third
of our depot work is moving to new locations with attendant dis-
ruption.

EQUIPMENT MODERNIZATION

Across our fleet, old age has increased the difficulty of keeping
aircraft running and has raised the cost of readiness. To overcome
these challenges we increased our readiness-related funding in
1998 and also in 1999. We also plan in the current program to fund
additional engine modules for the F-15 fleet and to fund new en-
gines for our RC-135’s.

We have also started an engine recovery program and this month
will activate a TF39 engine repair facility at Travis Air Force Base
in an effort to improve the reliability of our C-5 fleet.

Later this year, the F-100 engine core workload will begin trans-
ferring to a more stable work force at Oklahoma City. Finally, we
are upgrading our old equipment. For example, in fiscal year 1999,
we plan to invest in the PACER CRAG Program, which upgrades
avionics suites on 191 KC-135’s with state-of-the-art glass cockpit
systems.

We have also programmed over $500 million for C-5 engine and
avionics upgrades.

We are optimistic about the result of these changes, but it will
take time to see the effects.

Ultimately, our readiness improvements will depend on mod-
ernization. In this regard, we have increased procurement funding
for our breakthrough capabilities identified in the QDR and the na-
tional defense panel, such as the F-22, the airborne laser, SBIRS,
and EELV.

We are also funding programs to defend against the asymmetric
threats identified by the national defense panel report. For exam-
ple, in 1999, we will invest approximately $225 million in passive
chemical/biological defensive measures and in the area of $150 mil-
lion in active defensive measures.

In addition, as part of our defense in depth against cyber attack,
we have implemented the automated security incident measure-
ment system at all 108 Air Force bases to detect network intru-
sions, and we are working on installing firewalls.

To fund this modernization effort, the Air Force has achieved sig-
nificant cost reductions through ongoing efforts to bring about a
revolution in business affairs. Since 1995, we have cut head-
quarters manning by 1,700 positions. Through the recent C-5
depot competition, we should save $190 million over the next 7
years.

Recent and planned A-76 competitions will yield savings of over
$1 billion, and acquisition reform has saved $7 billion and avoided
over $11 billion in additional costs.
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This year’s Air Force posture statement is itself tangible proof of
how we are saving resources. Last year, we produced 20,000 paper
copies. This year, using electronic publishing, we produced less
than 2,000 paper copies and put a downloadable copy on the web.

There is still, however, much more that needs to be done. We
continue to pay for excess support structure. Prudent BRAC deci-
sions are vital to our ability to bring our infrastructure into line
with our force structure. We need Congress to approve two more
rounds of BRAC in 2001 and 2005.

Simply put, BRAC is tomorrow’s readiness decision that we must
begin making and planning today.

Finally, the administration, I believe, this morning has submit-
ted its emergency nonoffset supplemental for consideration by this
committee and the House to cover the unfunded costs of Bosnia
and other operations in fiscal year 1998 and the total costs of Bos-
nia for fiscal year 1999.

The Air Force portion of that is just over $400 million in each
year to cover our costs. Once this emergency supplemental is sub-
mitted, we urge congressional approval quickly so that we can plan
effectively and avoid disruption to our readiness and modernization
accounts.

Your support is absolutely essential if we are to transform the
world’s premier air and space force of today into an indispensable
aerospace force of the 21st century. As we plan for the future, our
principal focus will be on building a seamless, total aerospace force,
one that is ready to meet the challenges of the QDR whenever and
wherever they are presented.

Again, I thank you for the opportunity to meet with you today
and after General Ryan has had a chance to address the commit-
tee, we will be happy to take your questions.

DEPLOYMENT CHALLENGES

Senator STEVENS. Thank you, sir.

General.

General RYaN. Good morning, Mr. Chairman and distinguished
members of the committee. I am pleased to join you today, along
with the Secretary, and I would like to thank you for your contin-
ued support of the Air Force.

Today we are globally engaged and, as we speak, there are al-
most 15,000 Air Force members deployed and in support of contin-
gency operations around the world: 9,000 in Southern Watch in
Southwest Asia and another 1,000 in Northern Watch; 3,000 in
Bosnia; and the rest support about 11 other contingencies ongoing.

This represents a fourfold increase in the deployments since the
end of the cold war with over 35 percent fewer personnel to cover
those commitments.

More than ever, the U.S. Air Force is an expeditionary force. Our
Air Force men and women are meeting every challenge they face
with a consummate commitment that reflects service before self.

Many of our members will spend 1 out of the next 3 years de-
ployed in support of contingencies. It is our job. But our continuing
deployment tempo highlights the force infrastructure mismatch
which has been created over the past 10 years.
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I have just returned from Southwest Asia, where I had the op-
portunity to visit with many of our young men and women serving
there. You would be proud of their professionalism and their un-
sung sacrifices. For the most part, they live in austere conditions.
The majority are in tent cities which they erect and maintain,
sleeping 8 to 10 to a tent. Privacy is minimal. Trust is essential.
The hardships shared are foundations for enduring relationships.

They are very proud and they do their job monitoring the no-fly
zone in Iraq, ready for any contingency we can throw at them, fly-
ing the aircraft, fixing the aircraft, and keeping their morale up.

For their commanders, each morning brings the hope of discover-
ing new ways to make things better for the young men and women
who live there. Each day brings new operational challenges and
successes, and each night brings the realization that the next day
could bring combat.

The 15,000 people who are currently deployed in contingency op-
erations rotate in and out of their original home bases. It has been
that way since the early 1990’s, with Iraq, Bosnia, African and hu-
manitarian operations, and others.

I do not see a major change in the way of doing business that
we have experienced over the last 8 years. In effect, we are operat-
ing many additional bases without the resources or people to make
up the difference. So the home station people feel the OPTEMPO
afg }ngll as those who are deployed. In effect, we are taking this out
of hide.

Bases do not get additional personnel to make up for those who
are deployed in order to keep the base running. The workload just
increases on those who remain. The bases must still be guarded,
the remaining aircraft maintained, and the families still need med-
ical care and attention, and the remaining personnel must still
train.

We need to restructure our Air Force to deal with this tempo by
consolidating our forces into larger bases, more robust bases, that
have the breadth and depth to support both deployed operations
and operations at home base.

For that reason alone, we need BRAC legislation, not to mention
the savings that accrue for the future.

We also must take action to fend off the adverse effects of tempo
that is evident in our readiness rates and retention. As Mr. Peters
said, our overall readiness is still high, but we are beginning to see
some adverse trends. Mission capable rates of our operational fly-
ing units have dropped in the last 8 years, since the gulf war, by
about 7 percent.

EQUIPMENT UPGRADES

I attribute that to the aging nature of our aircraft fleet. In 1999,
the average age of our Air Force aircraft will be 20 years old. Pre-
dicting breakage is getting harder and harder. That is why mod-
ernization is so important for our future readiness.

Three systems under development are very important for us to
remain the preeminent aerospace force into the 21st century: the
F-22; the Joint Strike Fighter; and the airborne laser [ABL].

These systems are vital to ensuring that our young men and
women always have the advantage of technologically superior
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weapons. We never want a fair fight. The F-22 possesses stealth;
the ability to supercruise; has integrated avionics; and large air-to-
air weapons payload, which makes it the dominant aircraft for air
superiority into the 21st century. It allows all our forces, and not
just Air Force forces, the freedom to operate where we choose and
when we choose.

The integration of air-to-ground capability in the F-22 could also
make it our high-end attack aircraft as well.

The Joint Strike Fighter, or JSF, will provide a less expensive,
multirole partner for the F-22. The F-22 and the Joint Strike
Fighter are intended to be complementary, not substitutable. To-
gether, they represent a synergistic high-low mix because the F-—
22’s ability to gain air dominance makes it possible for us to design
the Joint Strike Fighter as a multirole aircraft, which is less capa-
ble and, therefore, less costly.

Finally, we are developing the airborne laser to provide protec-
tion for our forces against theater ballistic missile threats.

The ABL system provides the Nation with a rapidly deployable
global capability that this Nation needs to be able to defend against
theater ballistic missiles. It will be a key component of our missile
defense architecture necessary to counter that threat.

At the same time, we must continue our migration into space.
The Air Force is proud to be the leading military force in the use
of space and we will continue to be good stewards of space. The key
to protecting and exploiting space will be the seamless integration
of our assets. We plan to migrate those functions to space which
offer better capabilities when accomplished in space.

This transition and tradeoff will be done as technology makes it
both physically and fiscally possible.

RETENTION METHODOLOGY

While modernization is very important to tomorrow’s readiness,
retaining quality people is the key factor in maintaining readiness
now and in the future. While enlisted retention rates are down
slightly, and we must improve in that area, our biggest concern is
pilot retention. It represents the majority of our front-end,
warfighting capability. We simply must retain more of these self-
less warriors as well as our combat and support personnel who go
into harm’s way to support our national commitments.

We have worked hard with your help to counter this trend. One
of the indications of future retention shortfalls is our pilot bonus
acceptance rate. Last year, 33 percent of the eligible pilots took the
long-term commitment offered with the bonus and another 10 per-
cent took shorter options. While this is below our target of 50 per-
cent, we are hopeful that this legislation will assist us even more
this year and provide us a stepping stone to improve our retention
into the future.

We are focusing on several other areas to counter our retention
decreases. They include reducing the effects of this OPTEMPO on
our forces, improving care for our families, improving quality of life
and improving the support programs. Our experience since the fall
of the Iron Curtain has reinforced the lessons about the pivotal na-
ture of air and space power, power which maximizes the flexibility
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of the military and allows solutions to national security threats
with less risk to American lives.

We want to ensure the U.S. Air Force remains the preeminent
air and space power in the world we are today, and our deployed
men and women are confident in their mission, their equipment,
and their own capabilities.

PREPARED STATEMENT

We thank this committee for your support in making that hap-
pen in the past, today, and in the future.

Sir, that ends my statement. The Secretary and I are prepared
for your questions.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. F. WHITTEN PETERS AND GEN. MICHAEL E. RYAN
AIR FORCE ROLE IN NATIONAL SECURITY

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, 1997 was a defining year for U.S. de-
fense policy. Together, the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) and the independent
analysis by the National Defense Panel (NDP) significantly raised the level of de-
fense debate. Each of these undertakings will undoubtedly have far-reaching de-
gense policy implications. We are proud of our Service’s contributions to these ef-
orts.

The Quadrennial Defense Review

One of the most significant outcomes of the QDR was the emergence of a new na-
tional military strategy. That strategy includes a new special emphasis on the criti-
cal importance of an early, decisive halt to armed aggression to provide wider op-
tions for the use of military force and to create a window for diplomatic resolution
of a crisis. This new strategy is also reflected in the President’s National Security
Strategy, the Secretary of Defense’s Defense Planning Guidance, and the latest edi-
tion of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff's National Military Strategy. It is
heavily dependent on the speed, range, agility, and overwhelming firepower of aero-
space forces.

One of the greatest strengths of aerospace forces lies in their ability to project
lethality with less vulnerability. With the advance of technology, a more agile aero-
space force can substitute for large, slow-arriving forces and deliver more firepower
in the process. This capability minimizes the number of friendly casualties, helps
to solidify political support for military action, both at home and abroad, and buys
critical time for diplomatic initiatives and potential follow-on military actions. This
rapid halt capability also minimizes the amount of territory that would have to be
retaken should a counteroffensive be necessary. We firmly believe this strategy to
be appropriate, cost-effective, and consistent with American values.

Another important aspect of the QDR was the reaffirmation of the importance of
the total force. We embrace the total force concept—we depend on it. Air National
Guard and Air Force Reserve forces provide the necessary wherewithal for our Serv-
ice to effectively accomplish its entire range of military missions.

We are implementing a balanced, time-phased modernization program to build
the force necessary to meet the requirements of the QDR strategy and enable the
successful conduct of joint warfare in the 21st century. To help fund this moderniza-
tion, we are taking steps to achieve personnel, business, and force structure effi-
ciencies. The QDR reminded each of the Services that in fitting our force structure
to future needs, we must make hard, but necessary recommendations on infrastruc-
ture. We will need the support of the Congress to implement these recommenda-
tions. Dollars saved through these actions will be invested in Air Force moderniza-
tion, providing the nation with a force fully prepared for the increasingly complex
and diverse security challenges of the future.

The Report of the National Defense Panel

The National Defense Panel articulated several desired military capabilities to

meet their postulated future national security challenges. Many of these capabilities

are present in today’s Air Force, or will be in the aerospace force planned for the
future. For example, the panel recognized the imperative to achieve air superiority
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against an enemy’s air-to-air, surface-to-air, ballistic and cruise missile threats. We
are fielding the F-22 and the Airborne Laser to address this need.

The Panel also observed that projecting military power on short notice into the
backyard of a major regional power demands forces that can deploy rapidly, seize
the initiative, and achieve national objectives with minimal risk of heavy casualties.
Aerospace forces possess these capabilities. We believe they will be increasingly
called upon in the future.

The NDP recommended an increased emphasis on information systems (including
situational awareness) and information operations; a migration to unmanned and
space-based systems; a lighter, more mobile force; and greater emphasis on preci-
sion, speed, stealth, and long range strike. The Air Force program stands up well
when measured against this template because our corporate vision statement—
Global Engagement: A Vision for the 21st Century Air Force—articulates the impor-
tance of many of these same priorities.

Global Engagement

Global Engagement addresses the range of Air Force activities—operations, infra-
structure, and personnel—to provide a comprehensive map to shape the Air Force
during the first quarter of the 21st century. It defines the Air Force core com-
petencies which stem from the speed, global range, precision, flexibility, unparal-
leled access, and awareness afforded by aerospace forces—competencies that contrib-
ute to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff's Joint Vision 2010 goal of Full
Spectrum Dominance. Global Engagement establishes the vector our Service will fol-
low into the 21st century. The guidance provided by Global Engagement, in conjunc-
tion with our long range planning efforts, form the prism through which we view
our near-, mid-, and far-term priorities.

The priorities outlined herein represent our three-fold commitment: first, to main-
tain a ready and capable force to conduct our contemporary military mission; sec-
ond, to size, shape, and streamline our Service to implement QDR guidance; and
third, to continue the evolution of our aerospace force to provide the capabilities nec-
essary to protect America’s security interests into the next millennium.

CONTEMPORARY AIR FORCE OPERATIONS

Readiness

The Air Force is expected to maintain a high state of responsive readiness across
the force due to the critical need to get aerospace power rapidly to any crisis. During
peacetime, high readiness gives us the flexibility to deploy a tailored force anywhere
in the world in response to emerging crises—to gather essential intelligence, deter
potential enemies, protect friendly forces and U.S. citizens, apply force, or provide
humanitarian aid. Airlift, tanker, fighter, bomber, space, communications, recon-
naissance, intelligence, and many other Air Force units are also the first forces
called upon in wartime. Aerospace power is vital to rapidly halt advancing enemy
forces, and critical to the success of a Commander in Chief's (CINC) extended cam-
paign plan.

We judge readiness through objective and subjective assessment of several inter-
dependent elements which include personnel, equipment, training, logistics, and fi-
nancial resources. A shortfall in any of these areas will negatively impact our over-
all readiness level. Maintaining high readiness in today’s environment poses the
challenge of balancing present requirements with the need to acquire new tech-
nologies and modernize current systems for the future.

Since 1986, the Air Force has downsized by nearly 40 percent, while military op-
erations other than war have greatly increased. In 1989, our Service averaged 3,400
personnel deployed daily for contingencies and exercises. Since the conclusion of the
Gulf War, that average has grown over fourfold to 14,600 in fiscal year 1997. For
the foreseeable future, aerospace forces are likely to remain in high demand.

We have taken several steps as a Service to mitigate the effects of our high
TEMPO, such as reducing deployment lengths, reducing the number of head-
quarters inspections of units, and instituting standdowns after lengthy deployments.
Additionally, we have introduced the use of a TEMPO tracking system and associ-
ated metrics to better manage the TEMPO of our airmen. This tool gives us an accu-
rate way to identify and address TEMPO problems before they occur.

While 91 percent of our active and Air Reserve Component units are maintaining
good readiness levels, caution indicators have surfaced in some areas—most notably,
pilot and navigator retention have decreased markedly, some critical second-term
reenlistment rates are declining, and we are dealing with some serious engine and
spare shortages. We are taking steps to address each of these readiness challenges.
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Today, our Air Force remains the best in the world and ready to answer the na-
tion’s call. The pace of current operations has required our people to work harder,
smarter, and longer hours to maintain our readiness and they have risen to the
challenge. However, the combination of several eroding trends have peaked our con-
cern regarding current and future readiness working harder, smarter, and longer
is not enough. We will continue to pursue a family of initiatives to protect Air Force
readiness our contract with the CINC’s.

Operational Risk Management

Maintaining our combat edge depends on our ability to train realistically and safe-
ly. This involves accepting, but managing risk. Fiscal year 1997 was the second
safest year in our history in the categories of ground fatalities, Class A flight mis-
haps, and flight fatalities. We are working to keep these numbers low by continuing
to make mishap prevention an integral part of the mission by emphasizing Oper-
ational Risk Management (ORM).

ORM is key to maintaining readiness in peacetime, dominance in combat, and a
crucial component for force protection. It is a decision-making tool to systematically
identify risks and benefits and help determine the best courses of action for any
given situation. ORM is designed to enhance mission effectiveness by minimizing
risks in order to reduce mishaps, preserve assets, and safeguard the health and wel-
fare of our people. Although historically our Service has been very successful in exe-
cuting its mission with minimum losses, there is still room for improvement both
in terms of mission accomplishment and mishap prevention as our low mishap rates
have “plateaued.” This fact reinforced our decision to implement the ORM process
Air Force-wide.

Proper application of the ORM process and tools will minimize all dimensions of
risk and reduce mishap rates without compromising mission objectives. We are em-
phasizing ORM in multiple educational programs and have initiated formal edu-
cation and computer-based training to instruct our people in the use of ORM. All
Air Force personnel should receive this training by 1 October 1998.

The Total Force

Today, more than ever, the Air Force relies on its total force—Active Duty, Air
National Guard, and Air Force Reserve working together to meet today’s peacekeep-
ing and wartime commitments. The total force was used extensively during 1997 as
Air National Guard and Air Force Reserve forces participated in every major deploy-
ment and contingency tasking. This trend will continue as Guard and Reserve forces
play an increasing role in a variety of worldwide operations.

Air National Guard and Air Force Reserve aircrew members serve an average of
110 days a year in uniform. During 1997, an average of 6,000 Guard members and
Reservists were deployed each month to support exercises, contingencies, and mili-
tary operations around the world. On a volunteer basis, members of the Air Reserve
Component deploy on a rotational schedule, helping to reduce active duty TEMPO
without jeopardizing their civilian employment.

In some cases, the Guard and Reserve are paired together to provide extended
support to the active force. An example of a joint Guard and Reserve mission is the
24 July to 25 October 1997 deployment to perform sustainment airlift from
Ramstein Air Base, Germany, to the forces in the Balkans. Other major deploy-
ments in 1997 included the deployment of security forces to Saudi Arabia; the de-
ployment of civil engineers, firefighters, and Air National Guard air traffic control-
lers to Taszar, Hungary, as part of Operation Joint Guard; the use of KC-135’s to
refuel fighter aircraft enforcing the no-fly zone over Bosnia; and the use of F-15’s
and F-16’s to enforce the no-fly zone over Northern Iraq, as well as the use of res-
cue crews to provide combat rescue support for those forces. The Air National Guard
and Air Force Reserve also participated in over 60 exercises worldwide.

In addition to officially becoming a major command on 17 February 1997, the Air
Force Reserve expanded its missions in several areas. For example, in January
1997, an associate undergraduate pilot training program was initiated at Columbus
AFB, Mississippi, and Vance AFB, Oklahoma. This program employs full-time and
part-time Reserve airmen as instructor pilots to offset a shortfall in active duty in-
structors. The Reserve is also conducting a three year study to determine the fea-
sibility of integrating Reserve pilots and maintenance personnel into active duty
fighter squadrons.

In May 1997, associate AWACS crews from the Air Force Reserve Command’s
513th Air Control Group (ACG) at Tinker AFB, Oklahoma, participated in their first
operational deployment—testing the Western European integrated air defense sys-
tem in exercise Central Enterprise 97. Since beginning operations in March 1996,
513 ACG personnel have performed over 2,000 man-days of service, alleviating some
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of the TEMPO of our active duty crews. These Reservists also prove invaluable at
home station by performing various duties such as preparing aircraft for upcoming
missions and performing supervisor of flying duties. The associate AWACS Reserve
unit also provides a way for the Air Force to retain its investment in highly trained
personnel who would otherwise be lost separating from active duty.

In September 1997, the Air Force Reserve Command’s 8th Space Operations
Squadron (SOPS) and the 310th Space Group were activated at Falcon AFB, Colo-
rado. The 8 SOPS provides near-real time backup support to the primary Defense
Meteorological Satellite Program operations conducted by the National Oceano-
graphic and Atmospheric Agency.

In October 1997, the 439th Security Forces Squadron (SFS) at Westover Air Re-
serve Base, Massachusetts, achieved full operational capability. The Reservists of
the 439 SFS augment the 820th Security Forces Group at Lackland AFB, Texas,
with a deployable force protection unit.

In 1997, the Air National Guard flew over 3,200 readiness support airlift mis-
sions, 700 airborne transport missions, 500 fighter deployment air refueling mis-
sions, and performed a variety of other challenging missions. For example, in Octo-
ber 1997, three 153rd Airlift Wing C-130 aircraft, crews, and support personnel
from the Wyoming Air National Guard deployed to Jakarta, Indonesia, to fight
widespread forest fires. The crews flew hundreds of hours during their 60 day de-
ployment using their specially equipped C-130’s to suppress fires over a 3.5 million
acre area. During their deployment, the 153rd extinguished more than 70 fires in
open forest areas in the face of incredible challenges posed by heavy smoke and ex-
tremely dry conditions. This support allowed the Government of Indonesia sufficient
time to develop an effective firefighting plan of its own and organize follow-on indig-
enous and commercial support to battle the remaining fires.

In 1997, we transferred several new missions from the active component to the
Air National Guard including the operation of a mobile ground station by the 137th
Space Warning Squadron of the Colorado Air National Guard and an increased
share of the international military flying training program.

Air National Guard and Air Force Reserve personnel remain an integral part of
our total force as they work side by side with active duty airmen to accomplish the
Air Force mission.

Force Protection

We are committed to taking the necessary steps to protect our people. We have
addressed and corrected the deficiencies identified by the Downing Commission and
strengthened our force protection posture throughout Southwest Asia. This included
the rapid deployment of additional security forces to Saudi Arabia to relocate our
people after the Khobar Towers tragedy. These forces assisted with moving airmen
from Dhahran to Prince Sultan Air Base in Al Kharj and military and non-combat-
ant personnel from vulnerable facilities in Riyadh to a more secure location outside
the city. We have also enhanced our force protection equipment and integrated intel-
ligence assets and are adjusting our doctrine, strategy, policies, and training accord-
ingly. Additionally, we are expanding the scope of our force protection program to
address our growing Aerospace Expeditionary Force (AEF) requirements.

In 1997 we established the Air Force Security Forces Center at Lackland AFB,
Texas, comprised of the 820th Security Forces Group (SFG) and the Air Force Force
Protection Battlelab. The 820 SFG is a rapidly deployable, self-contained unit inte-
grating essential force protection functions provided by security forces, intelligence,
Office of Special Investigation, medical, communications, and engineering personnel.
This organization provides AEF commanders with the flexibility to tailor a force
protection package to meet the needs of their deployed location. Today, squadron-
sized security forces units deploy with each AEF to provide a comprehensive stand-
alone security and antiterrorism force protection capability. Equipment like the Tac-
tical Automated Security System, which uses motion and thermal detection capabili-
ties for perimeter defense, is used to enhance installation commanders’ force protec-
tion situational awareness. In 1997, the 820 SFG deployed three times: twice to
Bahrain to support the 366th Air Expeditionary Wing (AEW) and the 347 AEW, and
once to Egypt to support the Bright Star exercise.

The other component of our force protection program is the Force Protection
Battlelab. This battlelab is a compact, multi-disciplinary “think tank” chartered to
objectively examine force protection concepts to identify and define unmet needs.
Once needs are identified, the battlelab searches for creative, near-term solutions
through modeling and simulation, changes in training or policy, available or easily
modified technology, or possible new uses for existing technology. The Force Protec-
tion Battlelab has three ongoing initiatives. The first aims to improve security at
the South American ground-based radar sites that support counter-drug operations.
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The battlelab is exploring new ways to use existing thermal imagers to expand cur-
rent perimeter monitoring capabilities. The second initiative involves exploring the
use of unmanned aerial vehicles to provide defense force commanders with real-time
ground situational awareness. The third initiative deals with increasing our ability
to detect vehicle explosive devices by using different configurations of existing com-
mercial off-the-shelf detection capabilities.

We will continue to emphasize investments in force protection technology and its
applications to provide a safer environment for our airmen as they conduct oper-
ations worldwide.

Sustained Theater Operations

Since the NATO-led Operation Joint Endeavor/Joint Guard began on 20 December
1995 to maintain the peace between the formerly warring factions in Bosnia-
Herzegovina, we have maintained over 2,900 personnel in direct support of this op-
eration and flown over 4,200 missions—25 percent of the coalition total. Our mis-
sions include close air support, combat air patrol, suppression of enemy air defense,
air refueling, combat search and rescue, and intelligence collection sorties. We have
also deployed space support teams to furnish critical space-based communications,
weather, navigation, and missile warning support to the coalition forces.

In Southwest Asia we have deployed over 7,000 personnel since August 1992 and
have flown over 110,400 sorties—70 percent of the coalition total—in support of Op-
eration Southern Watch to ensure continued Iraqi compliance with the April 1991
United Nations Security Council Resolution (UNSCR) 688.

Similarly, we have deployed over 1,200 personnel and flown over 3,325 sorties—
72 percent of the coalition total—in support of Operations Provide Comfort and
Northern Watch to enforce the no-fly zone over Northern Iraq. Additionally, our
space support teams are integrated into the combined air operations center to pro-
vide deployed forces with support from our space-based assets.

Southwest Asia continues to be a very volatile region. Our AEF’s have proven to
be an effective tool to strengthen relations with coalition partners and respond to
crises.

Aerospace Expeditionary Forces

Our Service is exploring and refining concepts of operations and logistics associ-
ated with the deployment and employment of AEF’s. We tailor AEF employment
packages that provide CINC’s with the necessary command, control, mission, and
support elements to create a desired operational effect within 72 hours of initial no-
tification to employ forces. Our first AEF deployed in October 1995 to supplement
Operation Southern Watch. In 1997, we deployed five AEF’s for exercises and con-
tingencies. In each case, we created a tailored AEF by combining an appropriate
mix of squadron-level units. By varying the mix, an AEF can support a broad range
of missions, from humanitarian relief to contingency operations.

In the combat configuration used in Southwest Asia, our AEF can produce 70—
80 combat sorties a day and may include bombers employed from a home station
or forward operating location. This AEF’s portfolio includes air-to-ground, air-to-air,
suppression of enemy air defenses, air refueling, and intelligence, surveillance and
reconnaissance assets. AEF’s provide CINC’s with a wide range of airpower options
to meet their specific theater needs. Additionally, the AEF’s ability to rapidly and
decisively project aerospace power into a theater of operations will allow greater
flexibility in determining the forward deployed forces necessary to meet a CINC’s
requirements.

We are institutionalizing this expeditionary mindset within our Service’s culture
by emphasizing the fundamentals of expeditionary warfare in our exercises and
training. This includes rapid crisis response, an ability to operate out of austere bed-
down locations with minimum initial support, robust and secure C2 linkages, robust
force protection, and rapid, effective employment. In this way, our forces focus their
logistics techniques to determine the absolute minimum support required to deploy
rapidly and employ immediately upon arrival.

To supplement our field tests, the Air Force AEF Battlelab is exploring several
ideas to improve our expeditionary capabilities. One initiative is to demonstrate the
use of commercially available equipment to calibrate targeting and sensor systems
on multiple aircraft platforms. The current calibration systems are unique to each
aircraft, require extensive logistics support, and can only be used in controlled envi-
ronmental conditions. This battlelab initiative would use a calibration system com-
mon to all aircraft that requires less logistics support, less set up time, and operates
under any environmental condition. We conducted a successful field demonstration
of this system last year during an AEF deployment and continued to refine our ex-
peditionary capabilities during deployments to Southwest Asia.
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In October 1997, the 366 AEW from Mountain Home AFB, Idaho, deployed F—
15’s, F-16’s, B—1 bombers, and KC-135’s to Shaikh Isa, Bahrain. During its deploy-
ment, the wing flew 444 sorties in support of Operation Southern Watch. Later that
month, the 347 AEW deployed to the Middle East in response to Saddam Hussein’s
refusal to comply with United Nations mandated weapons inspections. This AEF de-
ployed on short notice and included F-15’s, F-16’s, B-1’s, KC-135’s, and an Army
Patriot battery. These forces joined F-117’s and B-52’s already in theater to provide
the CINC with highly flexible airpower options.

Maintaining an internationally recognized ability to deploy rapidly, execute upon
arrival, and sustain complex operations will significantly enhance our ability to
deter potential adversaries. We currently have the capability to conduct both lethal
and non-lethal AEF operations worldwide. For the long-term, we expect AEF’s to
continue to mature as effective tools for crisis response and cooperative engagement
with potential coalition partners.

Cooperative Engagement

An expectation that the U.S. military will need to be able to incorporate the mili-
tary capabilities of friends and Allies makes it essential for us to broaden our rela-
tionships with the militaries of other countries. These ties facilitate cooperation with
the U.S. when crises arise, whether this be the need for quick overseas basing ac-
cess, or the need to build a coalition of willing and capable allies. We are committed
to cooperative engagement programs and initiatives that increase mutual under-
standing and enhance interoperability.

During the 1990’s, Air Force Special Operations Command (AFSOC) forces con-
ducted over 150 operations in 22 countries, including over 30 exercises in the Pacific
and numerous military-to-military training events in Latin America, Africa, and Eu-
rope. AFSOC special tactics teams often help train foreign militaries in subjects
such as air operations, combat medicine, air traffic control, and airbase defense.

Recently, the focus of our cooperative engagement and stability enhancement ef-
forts have been in our Partnership for Peace (PfP) participation, our Military Con-
tact Program, the Armaments Cooperation Program, and our Security Assistance ef-
forts, which include Foreign Military Sales (FMS) and International Military Edu-
cation and Training (IMET).

In 1997, our Service participated in over 20 exercises with approximately 25 PfP
countries and conducted over 200 focused Military Contact Program events in Eu-
rope alone. We maintain 220 agreements under the Armaments Cooperation Pro-
gram in an effort to encourage the exchange of information with our coalition part-
ners. These involve cooperative research and development, scientist and engineer
exchanges, equipment loans, and scientific and technical information exchanges.

Additionally, our FMS program is currently managing over 4,600 active contracts
for aircraft, spare parts, munitions, and training totaling over $107 billion, while
the IMET program continues to provide all types of training—from flying training
to professional military education. In 1997 over 5,000 foreign military members rep-
resenting approximately 100 countries received some form of training under the
IMET program.

In April 1997, our Service hosted a gathering of the leaders of the world’s air
forces. Eighty-four air chiefs participated in this “Global Air Chiefs Conference,” a
truly landmark event. General Peter Deynekin, then Commander of the Russian Air
Force, characterized it as one of the most significant events of the 20th century. The
significance of the conference lies in the fact that despite widely differing languages
and customs, each of the air chiefs shares an appreciation for the unique capabilities
of airpower and for the revolutionary capability that can be achieved when space-
based assets can be effectively integrated into aerospace operations.

Space Operations

An ability to conduct missions better from space will certainly benefit all U.S.
forces. Space operations figure prominently in our plans for the future. Our joint-
use space-based systems are increasingly responsible for the information stream and
global awareness that we cannot take for granted. In particular, 1997 saw the Air
Force and the National Reconnaissance Office achieve unparalleled levels of co-
operation in enhanced space support to theater warfighters and National Intel-
ligence users. Today, it is difficult to contemplate how a significant U.S. military
operation could function without integrated space-based support.

That range of support is gradually becoming transparent to the users. Our air-
crews rely heavily on intelligence and weather data derived from space systems. The
command and control of air, land, and sea forces is melded together with space-
based communication. Navstar Global Positioning System (GPS) satellites guide air-
craft and weapons precisely to targets and help avoid collateral damage. In the fu-



U:\02HEAR\1999\02MA04.000

62

ture, near-real time targeting sent from sensors directly into the cockpit will allow
us to improve our aircrews’ lethality.

1997 was the busiest year thus far for Air Force space operations. Our two major
ranges, Vandenberg AFB, California, and Patrick AFB, Florida, conducted 45 suc-
cessful space and missile launches, including range support and support services for
every government and commercial launch of the Space Shuttle, Pegasus, Atlas,
Delta, Titan IV, and Athena II boosters. In addition, our Satellite Control Network
maintained a 99.5 percent mission effectiveness rate with over 159,000 satellite con-
tacts.

On 23 February 1997, the first Titan IVB was launched to insert a Defense Sup-
port Program (DSP) missile warning satellite into orbit. The Titan IVB’s upgraded
solid rocket motors give it a 25 percent increase in payload capacity as well as
greater reliability. On 7 November 1997 our Service set a new mark with the third
successful launch of America’s heavy lift Titan IV within a 23 day period, eclipsing
the previous record of 65 days set in 1996. The Titan IV has a 95.7 percent success
rate since launching the first of 23 mission payloads into space in June 1989.

Despite the failure of a Delta II launch vehicle in January 1997, there was a total
of 10 successful Delta launches in 1997. These included the launch of a next-genera-
tion GPS satellite in July 1997 to replenish the GPS operational constellation of 24
satellites and ensure that a continuous GPS signal will remain available for precise
navigation operations worldwide.

In the area of military satellite communications, MILSTAR satellites are now pro-
viding secure, jam-resistant, nuclear-survivable command and control communica-
tions to the East Atlantic and European theaters. In Bosnia, the Joint Broadcast
System used direct satellite broadcasts to transmit live unmanned aerial vehicle im-
ages and other large digital products to theater commanders and supporting
forces—dramatically increasing their global situational awareness. Meanwhile, the
Global Broadcast Service is progressing toward its first launch in 1998 and will give
our forces similar broadcast services worldwide.

Today, without question, space-based capabilities are a vital component that we
depend on for the success of joint military operations. Recently, the Air Force, the
National Reconnaissance Office, and the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agen-
cy, have all agreed to have a joint space-based Moving Target Indicator demonstra-
tion using technology, expertise, and resources from all three. Enhancing space sup-
port to the warfighter remains a top priority for our space operators.

MAINTAINING A QUALITY FORCE

People remain our most vital resource. The intense demands placed on our airmen
of all ranks as they perform Air Force missions around the world require special
individuals who are highly motivated, well trained, and responsibly led.

Recruiting Quality People

We are committed to recruiting and retaining the high caliber people necessary
to lead our Service into the 21st century. In fiscal year 1997 we achieved our re-
cruiting goal of 30,200 recruits—99 percent of whom were high school graduates. We
were also successful in reenlisting 110 individuals to fill critical specialties who had
previously left the Air Force. To date, new enlistment contracts for fiscal year 1998
are running slightly ahead of our target—but recruiting remains a challenge. Ample
opportunity to attend college, a robust economy with low unemployment, military
drawdowns, and highly visible U.S. commitments abroad have decreased the pool
of interested, qualified potential recruits. Annual youth attitude surveys show the
interest of young men in serving in the Air Force has dropped from 17 percent in
1989 and has stabilized at 12 percent. The interest of young women in serving has
remained relatively constant (around 7 percent) over the same period; however, we
did see a 1 percent drop in fiscal year 1997.

Despite the fact that we have been able to recruit adequate numbers of personnel,
there has been a decrease in the number of enlistees scoring in the top half on the
Armed Forces Qualification Test, down from 88 percent in 1989 to 79 percent today.
To address this trend, we have directed our recruiters to concentrate their efforts
on the college and college-bound candidates. Additionally, it is becoming increas-
ingly difficult to fill the mechanical, pararescue, and combat control career fields.
To improve our success in manning these specialties, we have directed a larger por-
tion of our advertising budget toward the technical market and have raised enlist-
ment bonuses in the most difficult-to-fill skills. Overcoming these recruiting chal-
lenges is essential to maintain the caliber of airmen necessary to effectively serve
in our technologically sophisticated aerospace force.
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Developing the Airmen of the Future

After we recruit and induct young airmen, we invest in their education and train-
ing to prepare them for today’s demanding operational environments and for future
challenges. The high standards of behavior expected of our personnel demand a
strong moral and ethical foundation. On 1 January 1997, we published an Air Force
Core Values pamphlet. Air Force core values—integrity first, service before self, and
excellence in all we do—apply to all airmen of the Air Force, whether officer, en-
listed, civil servant, or contractor.

Our people are living these values every day. Like the members of the 31st Civil
Engineer Squadron and 31st RED HORSE flight from Aviano Air Base and Camp
Darby, Italy, who assisted with local disaster relief after earthquakes devastated
central Italy. Or the members of the 9th Reconnaissance Wing at Beale AFB, Cali-
fornia, who volunteered countless hours to help 9,000 area residents displaced by
massive flooding—volunteers who provided victims with food, shelter, and medicine
and went the extra step to comfort frightened children with toys, cookies, and a
friendly smile. This scene was repeated by the men and women of Grand Forks
AFB, North Dakota, who assisted over 25,000 flood victims in that area.

Strong core values bind our people together and demonstrate to the American peo-
ple that our military forces are worthy of their trust and support. Air Force men
and women exhibit integrity, selflessness, and excellence every day, in every corner
of the world, working side by side to accomplish their mission. This effective work-
ing relationship begins on the first day of basic training and is reinforced by inte-
grating core values into every aspect of our education and training programs.

Gender-Integrated Training

Every year our Service trains more than 30,000 basic trainees—24 percent of our
graduates are women. The Air Force has successfully employed gender-integrated
basic training since 1976.

In late 1997, Senator Kassebaum-Baker’s advisory committee on gender-inte-
grated training released its report, calling for changes in the structure of basic and
operational training. We are currently reviewing our training practices in light of
the Kassebaum report, and will forward our recommendations to the Secretary of
Defense in March 1998. As part of this effort, we are reevaluating our basic training
physical conditioning program to ensure it meets the needs of our airmen and the
needs of the Air Force.

Leadership Training

As an expeditionary force, we must assure the development of “warrior-leaders”
who can successfully lead air forces and others with a wide variety of capabilities
into a hostile, austere environment. To win in combat, the development of warrior-
leaders is every bit as important as fielding the increasingly sophisticated weapon
systems necessary to fight a war. The superior technology the United States can
bring to bear will only be successful if we have trained, capable leaders to employ
it.

As a result, leadership preparation continues to be a cornerstone of our education
and training programs. To supplement leadership preparation provided in the var-
ious levels of professional military education, additional training is provided by
major commands for individuals selected as squadron commanders and by Air Uni-
versity for individuals selected as group or wing commanders. This training covers
the everyday aspects of command such as military and civilian personnel manage-
ment, resource management, legal issues, and complaint processing. Our highest
level of leadership training occurs in the Senior Leader Orientation Course where
new brigadier generals and civilian equivalents receive training on key issues and
on how to be effective representatives of the Air Force.

Aircrew Training

The Air Force is the lead Service for the Joint Primary Aircraft Training System
(JPATS) program. This joint Air Force and Navy program is acquiring 372 JPATS
aircraft for the Air Force, with deliveries beginning in 1999. The T-6A Texan II will
replace the aging T-37’s and vastly improve our undergraduate flying primary
training capability. The T-6A incorporates several features that are not on current
Air Force and Navy trainers. Improvements include: missionized ejection seats, im-
proved birdstrike protection, electronic flight instrumentation and digital cockpit
display, pressurized cockpit, and flexibility to accommodate a wide range of male
and female pilot candidates. We are also modernizing our T-38 fleet, allowing pilot
candidates to train on modern avionics representative of the front line systems they
will eventually fly in combat.
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To address the growing pilot shortage, we plan to increase our yearly pilot produc-
tion from 900 pilots per year to 1,100 pilots per year by fiscal year 2000. We are
also examining various alternatives to maximize the utilization of our T-38 fleet.
Our increase in pilot production has resulted in a corresponding shortfall in active
duty instructor pilots. Unable to pull more instructors out of mission area cockpits,
we have established an associate undergraduate pilot training program to employ
Air Force Reserve pilots as instructors. We initiated this program at Columbus AFB,
Mississippi, and Vance AFB, Oklahoma, in January 1997. In the 12 months since
the first instructor pilot started training, we have hired a total of 43 of the 50 pilots
scheduled to participate in the program. Over 30 of these individuals are now fully
mission qualified and have flown well over 250 student sorties in support of the spe-
cialized undergraduate pilot training mission. Each Reserve instructor pilot will con-
tribute one-third of the number of sorties produced by an active duty instructor
pilot. Once the remaining Reserve instructor pilots complete their training, we esti-
mate that they will contribute over 1,600 student sorties per year.

We are rapidly expanding this program to all student pilot training bases and to
other training aircraft to include the T-37, T-1, and AT-38 missions. When com-
pleted in the summer of 2000, this program will employ over 539 Air Force Reserve
pilots (114 full-time and 425 part-time) and produce a sortie rate equivalent to 225
active duty instructor pilots.

We are also pursuing the development of revolutionary new ways to train our
operational aircrews. Distributed mission training will use state-of-the-art distrib-
uted simulation technology and advanced flight simulators to permit aircrews to re-
main at their home units while “flying” and training in synthetic battlespace,
hooked electronically to other aircrews located at distant airbases. This will improve
the quality and availability of training while reducing aircraft operation and main-
tenance costs, as well as limiting the amount of time our personnel will have to
spend away from home.

Professional Military Education

Educating our airmen to be effective leaders, supervisors, and managers is vital
to our continued success. Enlisted Professional Military Education (PME) broadens
enlisted members’ perspectives and increases their knowledge of military studies,
communication skills, leadership, and supervision to prepare them to assume more
responsibility. In 1997, we conducted a review of all three levels of our enlisted PME
curriculum. We implemented a revised curriculum for the Airman Leadership
School in 1997 to eliminate those items better taught at field level and place more
emphasis on the profession of arms. We are validating revised curriculums for the
Non Commissioned Officer Academy and the Senior Non Commissioned Officer
Academy that include subject areas like stress management, suicide prevention,
project management, and diversity awareness.

For newly commissioned officers and selected civilians we are developing an Air
and Space Basic Course to provide a common frame of reference for understanding
and employing aerospace forces. This course will focus on the history, doctrine,
strategy, and operational aspects of aerospace power. We will conduct the first class
in July 1998.

Follow-on professional military education for our officer corps consists of Squadron
Officer School, Intermediate Service School, and Senior Service School. These
schools teach the skills necessary for good officership, command, and staff. They also
educate senior officers in the strategic employment of aerospace forces to support
national security objectives. Our officer professional military education is currently
undergoing a complete curriculum review to ensure each level is appropriately tai-
lored to its audience. Additionally, we are pursuing legislation to authorize granting
Masters degrees to graduates of Air Command and Staff College and Air War Col-
lege.

Retaining Quality People

Training and educating our people is of little value if we cannot retain them to
benefit from their skill and experience. Unfortunately, there are troubling trends in
this area. Our first- and second-term reenlistment rates have declined in each of the
past two years. Two initiatives we are implementing to reverse these trends include
expanding the Selective Reenlistment Bonus (SRB) program to include additional
Air Force specialties and increasing SRB bonus rates in specialties where manning
and retention rates are low. Additionally, to ensure our first- and second-term air-
men have the information they need to make an educated reenlistment decision, su-
pervisors are now required to address the benefits of an Air Force career during
semiannual feedback sessions.
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For the officer corps, we are concerned that pilot and navigator retention rates
have declined each of the past three years. Since fiscal year 1995, pilot retention
has fallen from 87 percent to 71 percent and navigator retention has slipped from
86 percent to 73 percent. Leading indicators are also showing increasingly down-
ward trends. For example, the number of pilots accepting aviator continuation pay
is down from 59 percent in fiscal year 1996 to 33 percent as of mid-January 1998.
This is a 48 percent drop from the record high fiscal year 1994 level of 81 percent.
Similarly, pilot separations increased 27 percent between fiscal year 1996 and fiscal
year 1997 and continue to rise.

One of the major factors that weighs heavily on an individual’s decision to stay
in or leave the Service is the issue of compensation. The Air Force appreciates Con-
gressional support in 1997 for legislation to restore the original value of the aircrew
compensation package. We are closely monitoring aviator retention and are cau-
tiously optimistic about the impact of the new incentive at this point. Compensation
is but one of several quality of life initiatives that we are pursuing to make military
service more attractive to our personnel. These initiatives should create positive in-
centives for all Air Force members and positively impact retention in a variety of
career fields.

Enhancing Quality of Life

Quality of Life (QoL) investments have the greatest rate of return in terms of re-
cruiting and retaining quality airmen for our highly technical aerospace missions.
Based on feedback from the field, our corporate strategy is to pursue initiatives sup-
porting seven quality of life priorities that satisfy a broad range of needs and expec-
tations: (1) fair and equitable compensation; (2) balanced TEMPO; (3) quality health
care; (4) safe, affordable, and adequate housing; (5) a stabilized retirement system;
(6) community programs; and (7) expanded educational opportunities.

Fair and Equitable Compensation.—Adequate compensation has the most impact
on our people’s standard of living and remains a key element of our total force QoL
agenda. Continued Congressional support for competitive annual pay increases, cost
of living allowance increases, and improvements to permanent-change-of-station cost
reimbursements are critical to maintaining the value of this important QoL compo-
nent.

We continue to support the commissary benefit as an important non-pay entitle-
ment upon which our active duty personnel, reserve personnel, and retirees depend.
Our people count on savings from commissary purchases to extend already stretched
incomes—offsetting lagging pay raises, inflation, and out-of-pocket housing and
moving costs. To young enlisted families, elimination of the commissary subsidy
would have the same impact as a 9 percent pay cut.

To reduce the out-of-pocket expenses members incur during changes of station, we
have approved $101 million in nonappropriated funding to construct 420 new Tem-
porary Lodging Facility (TLF) units and repair another 305. Surveys show 88 per-
cent of members needed an average of 14 days in temporary quarters upon arrival
at their new duty location. The average off-base lodging cost at the locations where
we are building new TLF’s is $70 per day compared to $24 on base. Building these
units will save money for both the members and the Air Force.

Balanced TEMPO.—Air Force TEMPO was very high in 1997—supporting numer-
ous major contingency operations and over 180 coalition, allied, and joint exercises
around the world. Since 1989, deployment requirements have quadrupled, while
permanent forward basing has decreased by 66 percent. Endstrength has decreased
by 39 percent since 1986, the beginning of the drawdown.

TEMPO is inextricably linked to both readiness and QoL. Our objective is to
maintain a reasonable TEMPO that balances the needs of our contemporary mili-
tary mission with our people’s QoL. We have established 120 days per year as the
“desired maximum” number of days individuals should be away from their home
station for any reason. Air Force management initiatives that were implemented be-
tween fiscal year 1994 and fiscal year 1996 (Global Military Force Policy, Global
Sourcing, and increased Air Reserve Component participation), resulted in a reduc-
tion in the number of weapons systems/skill areas that exceeded our 120-day rate
from 13 to 4.

However, despite continued aggressive management of resources, the number of
systems/skills above the 120-day mark increased to ten in fiscal year 1997. We are
addressing this increase by taking steps to mitigate each of the factors contributing
to high TEMPO—operational deployments, inspections, and exercises.

We have reduced typical aircrew deployments from 90 to 45 days and instituted
post-deployment standdowns to give people a break after deployments of 45 or more
days, allowing time to reacquaint with family and return to normalcy. Additionally,
in 1998, the length of unit inspections will be reduced by 10 percent with an addi-
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tional 20 percent reduction in fiscal year 1999. There is also an effort underway to
use real-world deployments to inspect operational readiness as an alternative to
using simulated scenarios for the purpose of inspection. This initiative was used to
inspect the 366 AEW from Mountain Home AFB, Idaho, in 1997 during its deploy-
ment to Bahrain in support of Operation Southern Watch. In the short- to mid-term,
there are also efforts on the Joint Staff and the Air Staff to reduce exercises. The
joint goal is to reduce exercise man-days by 15 percent before fiscal year 2001, and
we anticipate a 10 percent reduction in Air Force exercises by fiscal year 2002.

On 1 October 1997, we implemented a new system to track TEMPO. The objective
is to provide senior leaders with the information they need to identify highly-tasked
weapon systems and career fields and, if necessary, take action to reduce their
stress. We distributed this new management system to all major commands and
military personnel flights with an easy-to-use database that identifies the number
of days a person has been on temporary duty in a 12-month period. This database
tool allows Air Force commanders, using laptop or desktop computers, to view
TEMPO information from the Air Force, major command, base, and unit level by
Air Force specialty code, weapon system, or social security number. This system
gives commanders a tool they need to help manage the TEMPO of their units.

Our efforts to balance the impact of TEMPO are designed to offset the effects of
increased TEMPO levels. We are closely monitoring the situation to determine our
ability to sustain this level of activity.

Quality Health Care—We have an obligation to provide high-quality, affordable
health care for all of our beneficiaries. The Air Force operates 46 of the Depart-
ment’s 115 hospitals and 33 of its 471 clinics. Each of these facilities is accredited
by the Joint Commission on Accreditation of Healthcare Organizations, and meets
the same standards as civilian hospitals.

For the past five years, average accreditation scores for military hospitals have
exceeded the average civilian scores. Furthermore, 17 percent of Air Force facilities
received accreditation with commendation—the highest rating available—compared
to 12 percent in the civilian sector.

The TRICARE health plan which combines military and civilian medical capabili-
ties to provide care for active duty and CHAMPUS-eligible individuals is a vital tool
to complement Air Force hospitals and clinics. While the TRICARE program has ex-
perienced some problems in the early going, it has proven to be a success on the
whole. A survey last year of TRICARE Prime enrollees found that 80 percent of
TRICARE participants rated their care good to excellent and 9 out of 10 would re-
enroll. Problems that patients have experienced, such as multiple co-payments for
a single episode of care and the portability of Prime enrollment, will be resolved in
1998. Although TRICARE will be fully implemented by Spring 1998, the law pro-
hibits Medicare-eligible retirees from participating in TRICARE. A tri-Service task
force is looking into alternatives for their care, as space-available care becomes more
limited.

One step in meeting the commitment to care for this group is Medicare Sub-
vention legislation that allows Medicare reimbursement for medical care provided
in Department of Defense (DOD) facilities to Medicare-eligible beneficiaries. We
strongly support this approach. This is clearly the first step in meeting the health
care needs of our seniors. Our Service will be participating in the Congressionally-
mandated Medicare Demonstration project for military retirees over age 65. We are
also evaluating other medical alternatives for these older retirees, such as the Fed-
eral Employees Health Benefits Program and expansion of the National Mail Order
Pharmacy Program.

Safe, Affordable, and Adequate Housing.—Access to safe, affordable, and adequate
housing should be available for every member of our military forces. Last year we
completed a dormitory master plan to clearly identify housing requirements for our
unaccompanied enlisted force and instituted a phased plan to accomplish it. The
first step in this plan is to eliminate the remaining permanent party, central-latrine
dormitories.

The second step, which will begin in fiscal year 2000, is to provide new dor-
mitories to meet our projected 17,000 room deficit. We remain firmly committed to
the DOD “1+1” dormitory construction standard for all new permanent party dor-
mitories. This provides for two-person occupancy of an apartment-like unit with a
shared bathroom and kitchen and separate, private sleeping quarters. The first unit
of this type has been built at McChord AFB, Washington, and is a big hit with our
airmen.

The third step calls for the future replacement or conversion of our existing ade-
quate dorms as they wear out. We will not convert or replace these adequate “2 +2”
dormitories until their facility condition warrants a capital investment. Until these
existing units are replaced or reconfigured, we are phasing in a private-room assign-
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ment policy that will authorize private rooms for all our unaccompanied airmen by
fiscal year 2002.

The combined strategy of eliminating central-latrine dorms, building new “1+1”
dorms to meet our deficit, and implementing a private-room assignment policy goes
a long way toward improving the quality of life and retention of our unaccompanied
airmen. This commitment to our airmen extends to our men and women stationed
overseas, especially in areas such as South Korea where the lack of unaccompanied
on-base housing has force protection and readiness implications.

For Air Force families, we must revitalize over 61,000 housing units that have an
average age of approximately 35 years. Although the Air Force owns or leases more
than 110,000 homes, 41,000 families remain on base housing waiting lists. It ap-
pears that privatization may offer an opportunity in this area.

At Lackland AFB, Texas, a privatization project appears feasible to replace 272
housing units and construct an additional 148 units on base. At Robins AFB, Geor-
gia, we are developing a privatization project for 670 units on land currently owned
by the Air Force that will be conveyed to a developer to create a new neighborhood
immediately off base. Under the privatization approach, housing units are leased by
the privatization owner to Air Force members who pay rent and utilities equal to
what they receive as basic allowance for their housing.

Privatization provides an opportunity to bring substandard housing units up to
standards in significantly less time than it would take under the current system.
We will implement this innovative approach where it is economically and financially
feasible to do so.

Stabilized Retirement System.—Because of the critical link between retirement,
retention, and readiness, we continue to support preservation of the current retire-
ment system. The 1980’s reforms to military retirement devalued it as a retention
tool. Members affected by these reforms are telling us two things about retirement.
First, having lost 25 percent of its lifetime value during these reforms, military re-
tirement is no longer our number one retention tool. Second, our members are un-
certain that the retirement plan they signed up under will be there when they do
reach retirement eligibility. We continue to closely monitor our officer and enlisted
retention rates to ascertain what impact military retirement (and other personnel
programs) play in our members’ decision to stay in or leave the Service. We believe
it is imperative to preserve the current retirement system. The mere suggestion of
a change to the military retirement system causes serious concern throughout the
force. We need Congressional support to stabilize and preserve the military retire-
ment system. Our readiness depends on it.

Community Programs.—Air Force community programs are designed to help ac-
tive duty members with their dual responsibilities as military members and parents.
They provide child care, before- and after-school programs for children 6-12 years
of age, youth centers for teens, and family support centers to help individuals cope
with family separations.

At the end of fiscal year 1997, our Service was able to provide 57 percent of the
86,000 needed child care spaces. Facility projects and funding are in place to in-
crease this to 65 percent by 2002. Enhancing and expanding the before- and after-
school programs for children 6-12 years of age is a major part of our efforts in this
area. These programs offer direct supervision for children who may currently stay
at home alone before and after school and during holidays.

Teen issues continue to be on the front burner in all Air Force communities. An
Air Force-wide Teen Forum was held to identify issues and begin planning initia-
tives to improve services. To improve program quality, youth programs are being af-
filiated with the Boys & Girls Clubs of America, and new or expanded youth centers
are under construction at many installations.

Expanded Education Opportunities.—A fully-funded tuition assistance program
and exploitation of distance learning technologies are two key components of our
quality of life-related educational programs. Both of these programs provide excep-
tional educational opportunity which is consistently cited by our new recruits as the
number one reason they enlist in the Air Force. Our Community College of the Air
Force also continues to provide our enlisted force the means to earn job-related As-
sociate degrees. This incentive not only motivates our airmen to achieve educational
goals, but also serves to provide technically-proficient personnel for the Air Force’s
mission requirements. The opportunity provided by the 1996 Veterans Benefits Im-
provement Act to allow Veterans Educational Assistance Program contributors to
convert to the much more advantageous Montgomery GI Bill was well received—
61 percent of those eligible in the Air Force made the conversion.
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Promoting Equal Opportunity

The Air Force gains its strength through diversity. Racial minority representation
in our Service has risen from 14 percent in 1975 to 23 percent today. Women now
comprise 17 percent of the force—16 percent of the officer corps and 18 percent of
the enlisted force. Our people feel that they are being treated fairly and know pro-
grams exist to bring complaints of discrimination and harassment to the attention
of their supervisors.

We have two such programs that military and civilian personnel may use—the
military equal opportunity program and the civilian equal employment opportunity
program. We are conducting a top-to-bottom review of both programs to see if they
can be managed more efficiently and effectively and to determine if staffing, train-
ing, and funding are adequate to carry out their respective responsibilities. The re-
view is expected to be complete in early 1998.

The Air Force equal opportunity program will continue to stress command com-
mitment and accountability, clarity of policy, effective training, and fair complaint
handling. Our goal is to promote individual opportunity and professional growth in
an environment free from discrimination and harassment.

PREPARING FOR THE 21ST CENTURY—STRENGTHENING CORE COMPETENCIES

Our people deserve to be equipped with the right tools to accomplish our missions.
The Air Force modernization program is designed to enhance the unique capabilities
embodied in our specialized core competencies—Air and Space Superiority, Precision
Engagement, Global Attack, Rapid Global Mobility, Information Superiority, and
Agile Combat Support. These competencies provide the rapid, precise, and global re-
sponse that gives our combatant commanders and the National Command Authori-
ties the necessary options to respond to regional crises.

Air and Space Superiority

Air and space superiority is a fundamental requirement for all operational con-
cepts in Joint Vision 2010 and is a prerequisite to achieving full spectrum domi-
nance. It is essential that U.S. and allied forces, both in-place and those deploying
to theater, be protected from enemy air attacks early in the conflict. As potential
adversaries acquire more capable fighter aircraft and, importantly, longer-range air-
to-air missiles, it will become more difficult for a small expeditionary force to defend
friendly airspace effectively and to secure air superiority quickly.

The National Defense Panel pointed out that legacy systems procured today will
be at risk in the 2010-2020 time frame. That is precisely why our Service is invest-
ing in the leap-ahead capability embodied in the F-22 Raptor. Three distinguishing
factors: supercruise; stealth; and integrated avionics make the F—22 truly revolu-
tionary. The F-22’s ability to engage enemy aircraft before being detected by them
will allow our forces to shoot down large numbers of enemy aircraft while minimiz-
ing the number of our fighters lost in air-to-air engagements. This high exchange
ratio, coupled with the F-22’s ability to operate effectively in the vicinity of surface-
to-air missiles, will enable our forces to achieve a dominant air defense posture and
air superiority within the early days of a major theater war. The F-22 will enable
the United States to dominate the air arena and deny our adversaries sanctuary—
giving every member of the joint team the ability to operate free from attack and
free to attack. Additionally, in the future, the integrated air-to-ground capability of
the F-22 could make it our high-end attack aircraft.

The Raptor successfully completed its first flight in September 1997, begins flight
testing at Edwards AFB, California, in early 1998, and will enter operational service
in 2005. Funding stability for this critical modernization effort is essential for pro-
gram stability.

In addition to the threat posed by advanced enemy aircraft, the National Defense
Panel also recognized the importance of defending key regional coalition partners
against enemy missile attack. We are developing the Airborne Laser (ABL) to
counter this threat. This truly revolutionary weapon will change the military’s con-
cept of defense and open the door to a new era of warfare. Its “speed-of-light” capa-
bility to shoot down Theater Ballistic Missiles (TBM’s) in their vulnerable, boost-
phase portion of flight can deter the use of these weapons by our adversaries by
forcing them to face the possibility of their weapons falling back on their territory.
This year, the ABL showcased its shooter, sensor, battle management, and commu-
nications capabilities as part of a joint multi-layered theater missile defense archi-
tecture in the Roving Sands 97 wargame. In this simulated scenario, the ABL shot
down 16 of 17 targets it engaged and provided missile launch warning, launch and
impact point predictions, and trajectory data to the joint force.
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The ABL program is on track, meeting all its milestones, and will demonstrate
its lethality with an actual TBM shootdown demonstration in 2002. The ABL will
reach initial operational capability with three aircraft in fiscal year 2006 and full
operational capability with seven aircraft in fiscal year 2008.

Space-based assets will enhance the success of the ABL. For example, the Space-
Based Infrared System (SBIRS) will provide cueing for the ABL as well as all other
missile defense systems. SBIRS will consist of constellations of satellites in high and
low orbits and will provide improved detection and warning of strategic and theater
missile launches. The SBIRS High component satellites are necessary to replace the
current Defense Support Program (DSP) constellation that provides warning of mis-
sile attack. The last DSP satellite will be launched in 2003 and a follow-on system
is needed to maintain global coverage.

SBIRS High will provide complete coverage of the northern hemisphere and most
of the southern hemisphere, providing warning of hostile missile launches, missile
tracks through burnout, launch point and initial impact point prediction, and target
handover to ground-based radars and the SBIRS Low component. SBIRS High sen-
sors will also gather technical intelligence and perform battlespace characterization
and pass this information on to the warfighter in real time.

The SBIRS Low component will acquire and track missiles during the midcourse
of their flight. It will track small, cold bodies, such as reentry vehicles, against the
deep space background, discriminate warheads from decoys, and pass this informa-
tion to missile defense systems. The precision tracking of the threat reentry vehicles
by SBIRS Low will significantly increase the probability of a successful intercept.
SBIRS will complement the F—22 and ABL to enable our forces to dominate air and
space as part of achieving full spectrum dominance.

Space-based support is rapidly becoming a prerequisite for successful military op-
erations on the land, sea, and in the air. Integrating space-based systems into all
aspects of its operations is a top Air Force priority. This objective has implications
for each of the Air Force core competencies and is the foundation for our Service’s
continued evolution as an aerospace force. But space-based capabilities can only be
made available with reliable, cost-effective spacelift. Toward that end, we are devel-
oping the Evolved Expendable Launch Vehicle (EELV).

The EELV will replace the current fleet of launch vehicles with a family of vehi-
cles to provide assured access to space. The EELV will enter operational service
with government flights of medium and heavy lift variants scheduled as early as
2002 and 2003 respectively. EELV will significantly improve DOD, civil, and com-
mercial launch operations by reducing costs, shortening timelines, and enabling
more launches per year. We have recently settled on a strategy to carry two contrac-
tors forward into the engineering and manufacturing development and production
phases. This decision was based on a potential private sector market significantly
larger than originally envisioned for EELV. The benefits from this new strategy in-
clude a more robust industrial base and two sources to provide continued competi-
tion into production and is an example of our revolution in business practices.

Precision Engagement

Today, and for the foreseeable future, successful military operations will depend
on the ability to reliably achieve desired effects while limiting casualties and mini-
mizing collateral damage. We are using the power of space-based systems to support
a new generation of very accurate munitions that exploit the power of satellite navi-
gation to find their way to within feet of any target. We are also investing in greater
numbers of advanced precision weapons capable of killing multiple targets on a sin-
gle pass, and improving our day, night, and adverse weather precision employment
capabilities to enable pinpoint target accuracy.

We are working hard to field advanced munitions that will further enhance the
range of our precision engagement capabilities like the inexpensive Joint Direct At-
tack Munition (JDAM) Global Positioning System guidance kit that converts 1,000
and 2,000 pound general purpose and penetrator warheads into highly accurate, ad-
verse weather weapons with in-flight retargeting capability. Initial JDAM drop test
results were impressive, with impacts well within the 13 meter requirement. JDAM
low rate initial production began in fiscal year 1997 and deliveries will start in fis-
cal year 1998.

The long range, low observable, conventional, precision guided Joint Air-to-Sur-
face Standoff Missile (JASSM) will enable precision engagement of high value, heav-
ily defended, fixed and relocatable targets. This is another truly revolutionary weap-
on system at a very affordable price. The decision to proceed to engineering and
manufacturing development is scheduled for fiscal year 1999. The low rate initial
production decision is scheduled for fiscal year 2000.
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The Joint Standoff Weapon (JSOW) will permit highly accurate, adverse weather
employment against land and sea targets at standoff ranges of 15-40 miles. We will
use two variants with submunitions designed to neutralize both soft and heavily ar-
mored targets. We will begin buying JSOW soft target variants in fiscal year 1998
and hard target variants by fiscal year 1999.

The Sensor Fuzed Weapon (SFW) dispenses cluster munitions which will provide
multiple kills per aircraft pass against land combat and support vehicles. Full rate
production of baseline SFW began in fiscal year 1996 and initial operational capabil-
ity was declared in early fiscal year 1997. The Air Force initiated Pre-Planned Prod-
uct Improvement (P3I) development in fiscal year 1996. SFW P3I expands the weap-
on’s footprint by 50 percent, incorporates a dual mode Laser/Infrared sensor and a
multi-purpose combination warhead, and increases kills per pass to 233 percent of
the requirement for the current baseline SFW. Production will begin in fiscal year
1999. About 3,000 of the 5,000 planned weapons will include P3I improvements.

The Wind Corrected Munition Dispenser (WCMD) guidance tail kit will provide
the capability to correct for launch transients and wind effects and give the Air
Force a first time capability to deliver area munitions such as Combined Effects Mu-
nitions, GATOR, and SFW accurately from medium to high altitude. Full rate pro-
duction is planned for fiscal year 2000.

To counter proliferation of chemical and biological weapons, we plan to enhance
the counterforce capability of our Conventional Air Launched Cruise Missiles
against fixed chemical/biological production and storage facilities. Funds for this ef-
fort were made available by OSD as a result of a joint OSD-Interservice review of
current capabilities to attack such targets. Elsewhere, we are working on the Agent
Defeat Weapon, a capability to neutralize (with low collateral damage) chemical and
biological weapons before they are employed. This capability is currently in concept
exploration and definition.

The Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) is a precision engagement asset that will replace
the aging fleets of Air Force F-16 and A-10 aircraft. The JSF will provide a less
expensive multi-role partner for the F—22. The F-22 and JSF are intended to be
complementary, not interchangeable. Together they represent a synergistic high-low
capability mix. The F-22’s ability to gain air dominance by penetrating and sup-
pressing the most lethal ground-based and airborne systems of the next century
makes it possible for us to design a multi-role aircraft which is less capable and
therefore less costly. This is the same high-low mix principle we utilized with the
F-15/F-16 partnership. Without the F-22, the JSF would be hard pressed to per-
form its mission against current and impending threats with the same effectiveness.
The JSF’s affordable balance of survivability, lethality, and supportability will bring
precision engagement to the future battlespace while simultaneously decreasing life
cycle costs.

The JSF program is on track to supply over 2,900 next-generation multi-role
strike fighters to the Air Force, Navy, Marines, and the United Kingdom Royal
Navy. There are several other interested Allies that may expand and extend the
JSF overall quantity. Delivery of the first operational JSF is scheduled for fiscal
year 2008.

Successful precision engagement is as dependent on timely and accurate informa-
tion as it is on precision weaponry and capable delivery platforms. Rapidly getting
this information to our aircrews for mission planning and target study is critical for
mission success. Toward that end the Air Force is evaluating systems like the Na-
tional Eagle system.

Housed in a twenty-foot deployable shelter, National Eagle receives and processes
near-real time imagery from satellites and the Predator UAV and fully integrates
it with the Air Force Mission Support System and the PowerScene mission visual-
ization system. National Eagle provides the route planning and “fly-through” mis-
sion visualization capability that enables our pilots to practice their missions in vir-
tual reality at a computer console before strapping into their aircraft for an actual
mission. National Eagle is a refinement of the technique that was effectively used
in Bosnia during Operation Deliberate Force to increase mission success and avoid
unnecessary collateral damage. We will continue to search for similar innovative ini-
tiatives to integrate air and space assets to further enhance the effectiveness of
aerospace power.

Global Attack

To quickly halt enemy forces in the early phase of a conflict, the U.S. must main-
tain its unique ability to project power rapidly, precisely, and globally—to quickly
find and attack or influence targets worldwide from air and space. Air Force global
attack assets are designed to fill this need, responding anywhere in the world in
a matter of hours.
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Global Power missions illustrate this capability and are quarterly requirements
for each Air Combat Command bomb wing. The purpose of these missions is to dem-
onstrate to any potential adversary the capability of U.S. aerospace forces to project
power from bases in the continental United States to anywhere in the world within
24 hours. In fiscal year 1997, 32 global power missions were flown by B-1’s, B-2’s,
and B-52’s throughout the world. Missions with durations over 30 hours, taking off
and landing at home station, are not uncommon. This greatly increases the options
available to the CINC’s during crises, while lowering aircrew TEMPO by allowing
them to operate from their home stations.

Bomber operations from forward locations provide commanders with the added
mass, flexibility, and higher utilization rates critical to the halt phase. 1997 wit-
nessed the first in-theater deployment of bombers with an Aerospace Expeditionary
Force when B-1’s deployed to Southwest Asia to support extensions to Operation
Southern Watch.

The B-1 Lancer is the Air Force’s primary long range conventional delivery sys-
tem. In October 1997, the Air Force suspended the B—1’s active nuclear support role.
It remains on schedule for conversion to a conventional role under the multi-phased
Conventional Mission Upgrade Program (CMUP).

The B-1 carries three families of cluster bomb weapons, including the anti-armor
SFW, making it the first bomber with this critical halt phase capability. In April
1997, the Defensive Systems Upgrade Program, a component of the CMUP, entered
into the engineering and manufacturing development acquisition phase. It includes
the ALR-56M radar warning receiver for improved situational awareness and a
fiber optic towed decoy for radio frequency jamming. Additionally, in July 1997, the
B-1 received approval for full rate production of the GPS and communications up-
grade portions of the CMUP.

By the second quarter of fiscal year 1999, we will equip eight B-1’s with the
JDAM and the interim ALE-50 Towed Decoy System for survivability against radar
threats. By fiscal year 2002, the B-1 will achieve its initial operational capability
with the WCMD, JSOW, JASSM, and the full defensive system upgrade to include
the Joint Air Force-Navy Integrated Defensive Electronic Countermeasures System.

The B-2 Spirit is our multi-role, heavy bomber capable of delivering both conven-
tional and nuclear munitions. Achieving initial operational capability in April 1997,
the B—2 brings massive firepower to bear, in a short time, anywhere on the globe.
Its low-observable, or “stealth,” characteristics give it the unique ability to penetrate
an enemy’s most sophisticated defenses and threaten its most valued and heavily
defended targets. The B-2 has the capability to deliver a wide variety of precision
and non-precision weapons including the JDAM, GPS Aided Munition, SFW, Cluster
Bom]c()i Units, mines, and general purpose munitions ranging from 500 to 2,000
pounds.

The GBU-37, a GPS guided, 4,700 pound, deep penetrating munition was added
to the B-2 arsenal in late 1997. This weapon is currently the only all-weather, near-
precision “bunker busting” capability available to warfighting CINC’s. B-2 conven-
tional weapons integration will continue to be enhanced with the addition of JSOW
in fiscal year 1999 and JASSM in fiscal year 2002.

For more than 35 years, the B-52 Stratofortress has been the primary strategic
heavy bomber force for the United States. The B-52 has the combat proven capabil-
ity of dropping or launching a significant array of weapons in the U.S. inventory.
It is the only Air Force aircraft capable of delivering all of the following precision,
standoff weapons: the AGM-129 Advanced Cruise Missile, the AGM-86B Air
Launched Cruised Missile, the AGM-84 Harpoon anti-shipping missile, the AGM—
86C Conventional Air Launched Cruise Missile, and the AGM-142 missile. Addi-
tionally, the B-52 has the capability to integrate future standoff and precision con-
ventional munitions.

Rounding out the Air Force global attack assets are the Minuteman and Peace-
keeper ICBM fleets. Both the Minuteman and Peacekeeper systems provide rapid,
precision strike capability. The Minuteman fleet is undergoing modernization pro-
grams, including propulsion and guidance replacements, to continue to ensure the
fleet remains a reliable and credible deterrent to nuclear attack. The Peacekeeper
ﬂfegfir vAvli%}FcIoIntinue to be a nuclear deterrent until deactivated under the provisions
o .

Rapid Global Mobility

Rapid global mobility ensures our nation can rapidly respond to the full spectrum
of contingencies—from combat operations, to humanitarian relief, to peacekeeping,
with the right force, at the right time, and the right place. Air mobility missions
include the airlift and/or airdrop of troops, passengers, supplies, and equipment to
locations around the globe, as well as air refueling for Air Force, sister Service, and
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allied aircraft. Air mobility forces also provide worldwide aeromedical evacuation of
patients, participate in special operations, and support other national security re-
qurements. Rapid global mobility is the joint team’s most reliable combat multi-
plier.

Airlift and air refueling forces provide tremendous speed and flexibility in deploy-
ing, employing, and sustaining America’s military forces. Air mobility forces operate
as part of a larger joint warfighting team, working closely with air, land, and naval
forces to meet operational requirements for the unified commanders.

The C-17 is rapidly becoming the new core airlifter of the Air Force’s mobility
fleet. Its ability to carry outsize cargo into austere airfields is essential in deploying
our forces virtually anywhere on the globe—a capability no other nation in the
world has. This capability was recently showcased during CENTRAZBAT 97, a com-
bined force exercise consisting of forces from the U.S., Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan,
Kyrgyzstan, Russia, and Turkey. In this exercise eight C—17’s flew 7,800 miles non-
stop from Fort Bragg, North Carolina, to air drop troops and equipment in Central
Asia—the longest air drop mission in history.

In 1997, the C-17 supported our forces in Bosnia, Haiti, and the Middle East,
while accomplishing numerous global movements on short-notice. From transporting
Army rocket launchers from Oklahoma to Korea, to supporting the evacuation of
non-combatants from Liberia, to humanitarian relief flights to Central Africa, the
C-17 continues to carry the load for the joint force and will provide unparalleled
reach well into the new millennium.

Another important aspect of our mobility capability was demonstrated in 1997 by
members of the 352nd Special Operations Group and 100th Air Refueling Wing.
These forces deployed to Libreville, Gabon, in West Africa, as part of an enabling
force to support the Joint Task Force Operation Guardian Retrieval. This operation
was initiated to evacuate the estimated 550 American citizens in Zaire to protect
them from the violence associated with the civil war there. The airmen joined about
400 soldiers, sailors, and Marines comprising the joint task force ashore in West Af-
rica.

The deployment came just weeks shy of the first anniversary of Operation As-
sured Response when Air Force Special Operations Forces (SOF) units deployed to
Africa to help evacuate more than 2,400 people from Liberia. Our SOF forces main-
tain the highest tasking rate in the Air Force and it is critical that they are properly
equipped to deal with the increasing number of military operations other than war.
These operations require long range vertical lift capability presently supplied by
MH-53J and MH-60G aircraft.

Our plan to acquire CV-22’s for our SOF forces will provide long range, adverse
weather, clandestine penetration of medium to high threat environments in politi-
cally or militarily denied areas to execute personnel recovery operations, infiltrate,
exfiltrate, and resupply SOF forces. The CV-22’s speed, extended range, and surviv-
ability will significantly increase the warfighting CINC’s ability to conduct oper-
ations in denied territory. Air Force Special Operations Command will receive 50
of the tilt-rotor aircraft. The CV-22 is expected to make its maiden flight in 2000.
Hurlburt Field, Florida, will receive operational aircraft beginning in 2004.

We are also modernizing our executive fleet by replacing the VC-137 fleet at the
89th Airlift Wing at Andrews AFB, Maryland. The VC-137’s will be replaced with
four C-32A (Boeing 757) and two C—37A (Gulfstream V) aircraft. All aircraft will
be delivered in 1998.

Global Access, Navigation, and Safety (GANS) is an Air Force management initia-
tive established to harmonize requirements and acquisition of several navigation
and safety-related programs. The purpose of GANS is threefold: to organize related
navigation and safety programs and integrate Air Force efforts through combined
Air Staff and Major Command integrated product teams; to serve as a requirements
and acquisition management tool; and to establish an avionics acquisition mod-
ernization strategy designed to minimize platform downtime and integration costs.
The GANS process provides implementation planning for one of the largest of these
programs, Global Air Traffic Management (GATM). We will sustain our rapid global
mobility core competency by acquiring state-of-the-art GANS systems for our air mo-
bility forces to preserve access to prime global airspace routes in the future.

Additionally, latest technology, commercial ground and air traffic warning sys-
tems using digital terrain database displays and GPS have been established as
standard equipment for all Air Force passenger capable aircraft. This equipment is
to be installed as soon as possible, but not later than 2005, to enhance our ability
to safely operate in higher traffic densities of the 21st century.

Modernization of the Active and Reserve Component C-130 airlift fleet is on
track. This program consists of modification of our existing C—130’s and limited pro-
curement of the C-130J. Programmed modifications are designed to increase reli-
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ability, maintainability, combat capability, and safety. Our current plan is to mod-
ernize over 350 existing aircraft between fiscal year 2000 and fiscal year 2009.

Our Pacer CRAG (Compass, Radar And GPS) avionics upgrade to the KC-135
fleet is also on track. This commercial off-the-shelf modification program will elimi-
nate the need for a navigator on most missions. Recent additions to the Pacer CRAG
program include a Traffic Alerting and Collision Avoidance System (TCAS), an En-
hanced Ground Proximity Warning System (E-GPWS), a Standby Air Data Indica-
tor, and a Reduced Vertical Separation Minima (RVSM) Compliant Air Data Com-
puter. These systems will serve as the foundation for future GATM modifications
and ensure our KC-135 fleet maintains the capabilities necessary to meet wartime
requirements.

Information Superiority

In today’s environment, information superiority is critical to the execution of Air
Force core competencies and overall mission success. The essence of information su-
periority is the ability to collect, control, exploit, and defend information and infor-
mation systems. These “information operations” are important to the entire range
of military operations, from peace to all-out conflict. The Air Force provides informa-
tion superiority to the nation by executing information operations in air, space, and
increasingly, in cyberspace. One of the fundamental benefits of information superi-
ority is effective command and control of our military forces.

We are committed to integrating command and control (C2) into aerospace oper-
ations, eliminating duplication of effort, and increasing commonality between C2
systems. To implement and oversee these initiatives, we stood up the Air and Space
Command and Control Agency in 1997. This agency, together with the Air Force
Communications and Information Center (the Air Force’s center of excellence for
communications and information, also established in 1997), will be pivotal in ex-
panding our nation’s information edge and enhancing our warfighters’ capabilities.

We are aggressively pursuing innovative C2 capabilities to improve Air Force ex-
peditionary operations. For example, in September 1998, we will conduct Expedi-
tionary Forces Experiment 98 (EFX 98) to demonstrate C2 capability and help focus
our C2 operations and investment. EFX 98 will consist of a simulated combat sce-
nario with emphasis on the rapid deployment and employment of an AEF to conduct
offensive air operations. It will combine elements of live-fly exercises, modeling and
simulation, and advanced technology to demonstrate new operational concepts such
as near-real time sensor-to-decision maker-to-shooter capabilities, Joint Force Air
Component Commander enroute employment planning, Distributed Air Operations
Center concepts, and Agile Combat Support using In-Transit Visibility and Total
Asset Visibility. EFX 98 will establish the baseline for a series of advanced
warfighting experiments we plan to conduct annually.

One system that is key to meeting the warfighters’ command, control, communica-
tion, computer, and information (C4I) needs is the Global Command and Control
System (GCCS). GCCS is a part of the overall Defense Information Infrastructure
Common Operating Environment (DII COE) which affords all the Services inter-
operability and eases joint operations; it is a DOD integrated C4I system that pro-
vides a joint, worldwide classified network to facilitate the dissemination of critical
information. We have fielded GCCS at all Major Commands, Numbered Air Forces,
and most Wings. GCCS provides a full complement of C2 capabilities such as readi-
ness assessment, crisis action and deliberate planning, intelligence mission support,
secure communications, and a common operational picture. We are migrating Air
Flc))rlce C2 systems to this common operating environment to enhance interoper-
ability.

Effective C2 depends in large part on our ability to accurately identify all of the
hostile, friendly, and neutral entities in the battlespace—referred to as Combat
Identification (CID). Accurate CID hinges on our ability to effectively process data
to build a three-dimensional picture of the battlespace. This in turn permits real-
time application of tactical options so weapons can be employed at optimal ranges
against the most critical enemy targets. The acquisition of CID systems and devel-
opment of associated tactics, techniques, and procedures will maximize operational
effectiveness, reduce casualties due to fratricide or enemy actions, and move us clos-
er to the goal of full spectrum dominance.

The Airborne Warning and Control System (AWACS) is the linchpin of airborne
C2 gsystems as the airborne surveillance and battle management platform for the
Joint Force Commander. We have modernization efforts underway to ensure
AWACS remains an effective and survivable airborne C2 platform through 2025.

In 1997, the AWACS Radar System Improvement Program successfully completed
its initial operational test and evaluation. This program will greatly increase the de-
tection range of low radar cross section targets, provide improved electronic counter-



U:\02HEAR\1999\02MA04.000

74

counter measures, and reduce radar failure time ten-fold. Additionally, the collection
of initiatives comprising the Extend Sentry program will reduce maintenance down-
time, reduce the number of mission aborts, and increase aircraft availability. The
Extend Sentry program is critical to ensure the AWACS will remain available to
meet real-world taskings.

Timely, accurate information provides the National Command Authorities and our
military commanders with the ability to quickly assess developing crises and re-
spond appropriately. The operations of U-2, Predator, and the RC-135 Rivet Joint
aircraft around and over Bosnia and Iraq graphically illustrate how the integration
of air and space assets has improved the timeliness and accuracy of our information.
The U-2 has the ability to deliver digital near-real time information to ground sta-
tions in the continental United States, which in turn process it and relay it by sat-
ellite to theater commanders around the globe.

These ground stations, known as Contingency Airborne Reconnaissance System
(CARS) Deployable Ground Station (DGS) 1 and 2, are located at Langley AFB, Vir-
ginia, and Beale AFB, California. They serve as collection and assessment points for
the U-2’s raw intelligence data. Each DGS consists of two squadrons, an Air Com-
bat Command unit that provides imagery analysis expertise, and an Air Intelligence
Agency unit that provides signals intelligence, logistics, and communications exper-
tise. These units determine the capabilities and posture of potential adversaries and
provide near-real time intelligence products to deployed forces in Bosnia and South-
west Asia using Mobile Stretch (MOBSTR) communications relay technology.

Deploying a DGS into a theater of operations would require six C-5 Galaxy trans-
ports to move approximately 200 tons of equipment and more than 200 people. How-
ever, with our “reachback” capability, we achieve the same effect by deploying 30
people with smaller ground stations to collect and relay the U-2’s data from the the-
ater of operations to the United States for processing and dissemination.

The U-2’s impressive capability is complemented by Unmanned Aerial Vehicles
(UAV’s). The Predator Medium Altitude Endurance (MAE) UAV has been deployed
to Bosnia since March 1996. This versatile system transmits live video feeds to front
line commanders via the Joint Broadcast System—furnishing our joint forces with
unparalleled situational awareness.

On 1 August 1997, the 15th Reconnaissance Squadron at Indian Springs Air Force
Auxiliary Field, Nevada, was activated as the second Air Force Predator MAE UAV
squadron. One week later, Predator became the first Advanced Concept Technology
Demonstrator (ACTD) to transition to a formal acquisition program under DOD’s
ACTD initiative. We have overcome several challenges and learned some lessons in
making Predator the success it is today. We are using this valuable experience as
we work with the high altitude UAV program offices to ensure a smoother oper-
ational transition once these programs prove themselves.

In the area of manned reconnaissance, Rivet Joint continues to be our most flexi-
ble and responsive platform. During 1997, Rivet Joint remained in high demand,
providing accurate, timely tactical information to a broad range of users in Bosnia,
Southwest Asia, and around the world. In 1997, the first three aircraft of the 14
aircraft Rivet Joint Fleet were modified with current technology to establish a new
baseline configuration. Two additional Rivet Joint aircraft will be added to the fleet
beginning in 1998, helping to alleviate this system’s high TEMPO rate. Additionally,
we plan to complete most of the reengining program for the RC-135 fleet by the
end of the Future Years Defense Program.

Our more specialized RC-135 assets, COMBAT SENT and COBRA BALL, pro-
vided critical technical intelligence throughout 1997 to support weapons develop-
ment efforts, theater force protection, and weapons proliferation assessments.

Surveillance is also crucial to information superiority. The Joint Surveillance Tar-
get Attack Radar System (Joint STARS) provides commanders with a set of “eyes”
to “see” what the enemy is doing on the ground in all weather, day or night. The
Joint STARS combination of moving-target indicators and synthetic aperture radar
produces images that enable operators to pick out individual vehicles in a moving
convoy. This capability played an important role in enforcing the Dayton Peace Ac-
cords when both of the Bosnian factions could see and understand that their every
movement was being monitored.

Over the course of 1997, Joint STARS participated in several exercises where it
provided critical situational awareness to commanders and troops. For example,
during the Hunter Warrior exercise, the Red Team commander expressed frustra-
tion that he was unable to move his forces without detection by friendly forces when
Joint STARS was on station. Similarly, the Joint STARS received excellent reviews
for its work in the Foal Eagle exercise conducted in the Republic of Korea—the larg-
est air base defense exercise in the free world. During the Foal Eagle exercise, the
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Joint STARS significantly increased the situational awareness of battle commanders
in South Korea by providing the real-time location of friendly and enemy forces.

Joint STARS also has tremendous potential to assist with real-time targeting of
enemy positions by attack aircraft. As an experiment, a Joint STARS mission was
flown over Bosnia in which a Hand-held Terminal Unit (HTU) was used to send
real-time target designation and other data by burst transmission to F-16 aircraft
equipped with the Improved Data Modem. While the HTU is not currently inte-
grated into Joint STARS, this experiment demonstrated the potential capability to
pasfg real-time information from Joint STARS directly into the cockpits of attack air-
craft.

Joint STARS, which declared initial operational capability in December 1997, has
now successfully deployed to the European, Southwest Asia, and Pacific theaters in
four deployments. It continues to demonstrate its benefits as the DOD’s only fielded
real-time, long range, wide area surveillance and battle management asset. To-
gether, the Joint STARS and the other Air Force information superiority assets pro-
vide the battlespace awareness necessary to conduct today’s complex military oper-
ations.

We must safeguard our information to prevent our forces from becoming the tar-
get of an adversary’s information warfare campaign. We have an increasing need
to defend information from its point of production to its point of delivery to the
battlespace commanders. To aid in the defense of systems and the information they
contain, Air Force investigators and counterintelligence personnel rely on the
unique capability to detect and counter unauthorized network access afforded by the
computer forensic laboratory. Within the laboratory, an impressive media analysis
branch is able to dig clues from mountains of information stored in a variety of for-
mats. This capability is complemented by a network intrusion squad capable of
tracking intruders through the complex maze of cyberspace.

Our Service was recently designated as executive agent for the new DOD Com-
puter Forensics Laboratory. This laboratory will offer us an opportunity to play an
important leadership role in developing techniques to protect key information sys-
tems across the DOD. Our other current information operations capabilities include
the Automated Security Incident Measurement System, Modeling and Simulation
programs, the Information Warfare Battlelab, and the Computer Security Assess-
ment Program.

In the area of offensive information warfare we have a variety of capabilities like
those provided by the EC-130H, Compass Call. As DOD’s only wide-area offensive
information warfare platform, Compass Call provides disruptive communications
jamming and other unique capabilities to support the Joint Force Commander
across the spectrum of conflict.

For localized targeting of specific avenues of communication, the EC-130E Com-
mando Solo is available to commanders. This weapon system is the mainstay infor-
mation operations aircraft for peacekeeping and peacemaking operations and hu-
manitarian efforts which comprise a large percentage of today’s military missions.
With the capability to control the electronic spectrum of radio, television, and mili-
tary communication bands in a focused area, the Commando Solo aircraft can pre-
pare the battlefield through psychological operations and civil affairs broadcasts. In
1997, the Commando Solo supported the U.N.’s Operation Joint Guard mission by
shutting down anti-SFOR propaganda through radio and TV broadcasts over Bos-
nia-Herzegovina in support of SFOR operations.

Agile Combat Support

The success of the joint force ultimately rests on our ability to sustain deployed
forces. Agile combat support will enable our rapid, responsive, and flexible forces to
become more expeditionary in nature by eliminating the need for massive deployed
inventories. Improvements in information and logistics technologies will make this
possible.

When combatant commanders require an item, integrated information systems
will “reach back” to U.S. locations and “pull” only the resources required. Stream-
lined depot processes will release materiel in a timely fashion so that time-definite
transportation can complete the support cycle by rapidly delivering needed resources
directly to the user in the field. Integrated information systems currently being test-
ed provide total asset visibility throughout this process, tracking resources through-
out their delivery cycle. Mobility assets equipped with this technology can be
tracked in near-real time through the exchange of GPS data, two-way message text,
and aircraft cargo information.

We are improving interoperability and commonality of combat support informa-
tion systems with the Global Combat Support System-Air Force (GCSS-AF) pro-
gram. GCSS-AF is another component of the DII COE,; it is a software moderniza-
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tion program to provide interoperability and sharing of data between base-level in-
formation systems.

Agile combat support will allow commanders to improve the responsiveness, readi-
ness, deployability, and sustainability of their forces. The efficiency and flexibility
of agile combat support will enable aerospace forces to engage quickly and decisively
and sustain operations as necessary anywhere on the globe.

Enabling Technologies

Our Service continues to explore and invest in promising technologies that en-
hance our core competencies and contribute to our vision for the future. Examples
include: our development, demonstration, and maturation of the high-power laser
technology that was transitioned to the Airborne Laser system; our execution of the
Ballistic Missile Defense Organization’s Space-Based Laser Research Demonstrator;
and our cooperation with NASA to explore the potential of reusable launch vehicle
technology for militarily unique applications. Additionally, we continue to inves-
tigate a range of new technologies from those intended to enhance the expeditionary
capability of our aerospace forces to those designed to enable target identification
from space. We feel it is important to explore revolutionary technologies like these
as a hedge against the potential threats our nation may face in the future.

Our defense laboratories and test centers are often the birthplace of key tech-
nologies. To increase the effectiveness and efficiency of these facilities, we stream-
lined the Air Force Materiel Command laboratory structure in April 1997 by form-
ing a corporate Air Force Research Laboratory (AFRL). This new organization re-
aligns the former Armstrong Laboratory at Brooks AFB, Texas; Phillips Laboratory
at Kirtland AFB, New Mexico; Rome Laboratory at Rome, New York; Wright Lab-
oratory at Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio; and the Air Force Office of Scientific Re-
search at Bolling AFB, Washington, DC, under a single AFRL commander
headquartered at Wright-Patterson AFB. The AFRL will likely play a major role in
harnessing emerging revolutionary technologies that will transform the way we em-
ploy military forces in the future.

Revolution in Military Affairs

A revolution in military affairs (RMA) is said to occur when the innovative appli-
cation of new technologies, combined with dramatic changes in operational and or-
ganizational concepts, fundamentally alters the character and conduct of military
operations. The Air Force exists today because of an earlier RMA that combined the
new technology of manned flight with innovative operational concepts to create a
military force with a global perspective.

Our Service has evolved over the years by leveraging leap-ahead technology and
developing the appropriate operational and organizational structures to employ that
technology. We are committed to the research, testing, and evaluation of promising
new technologies that may lead to the next RMA. Stealth, supercruise, the Airborne
Laser, precision guided munitions, Joint STARS, UAV’s, integrated information sys-
tems, and space-based assets are all examples of leading edge technologies that are
changing the way we conduct military operations.

We are exploring the implications of leap-ahead capabilities in such areas as in-
formation operations, space operations, and directed energy to ensure we are pos-
tured to exploit the next RMA to build the aerospace capabilities necessary to pro-
tect America’s security interests well into the 21st century.

IMPROVING EFFICIENCY

Sustaining and strengthening our core competencies will depend on getting the
most out of limited resources. We are downsizing personnel and taking other actions
to streamline operations and increase efficiency in all areas to help fund our mod-
ernization program. We are looking to innovation and revolutionary business prac-
tices to improve our operations and reduce costs.

Innovation

Innovation is critical to our Service’s continued success. It is essential that we ag-
gressively look ahead and seek new ways to employ aerospace power that will en-
able us to respond quickly to new strategic requirements and take advantage of new
technological opportunities.

Battlelabs
One of the major engines for operational innovation is the Air Force battlelab con-
cept. Battlelabs are small, focused, and rely on field ingenuity to identify creative

operational and logistics concepts for advancing the Air Force’s core competencies
in joint warfare. The Air Force established six Battlelabs in July 1997 to identify
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innovative ideas: Aerospace Expeditionary Force, Command and Control Battle
Management, Unmanned Air Vehicle, Space, Force Protection, and Information
Warfare. Successfully demonstrated battlelab concepts will be introduced to the
CINC’s and their components through exercises and wargaming, and via the newly
established Service and joint experimental organizations. New concepts adopted by
the Air Force may prompt revisions to Air Force organization, doctrine, training, re-
?uirements, or acquisition to enhance the Air Force’s ability to meet future chal-
enges.

Modeling and Simulation

Modeling and Simulation (M&S) technologies are an array of computer and soft-
ware tools for creating and interacting with artificial representations of reality. We
have always used modeling and simulation, but advances in computer technology
have enabled simulations that are highly detailed, increasingly realistic, and more
affordable. Our challenge is to develop models and simulations that more accurately
capture the contributions of aerospace power on the modern battlefield.

We envision a “joint synthetic battlespace” that uses a mix of live participants,
human-in-the-loop virtual simulators, and computer-generated constructive simula-
tions to organize, train, and equip our forces. To realize this vision, we are actively
supporting the development of joint, interoperable, and reusable models and simula-
tions. Specific examples include the Joint Warfare Simulation (JWARS), the Joint
Simulation System (JSIMS), and the Air Force-directed Joint Modeling and Simula-
tion System (JMASS).

JWARS is intended for joint campaign analysis and is being directed by the Dep-
uty Secretary of Defense. JSIMS focuses on the operational level of war and will
develop and deliver an M&S system capable of joint battlestaff training by 2000.
JMASS provides a common environment focused on detailed tactical modeling for
requirements development, acquisition, and testing. When these efforts are com-
plete, we will be able to replace an aging suite of legacy models and simulations
to more accurately simulate modern aerospace power.

Wargaming

Wargames are invaluable tools with which to explore innovative ways to employ
military forces. Our Service is sponsoring a series of Global Engagement wargames
with the support of our sister Services to better understand the contribution of air
and space forces to the Joint Force Commander.

We initiated this series in 1996 with Strategic Force 96 and followed it up last
year with Global Engagement 97 (GE 97). GE 97 was enhanced by the addition of
a seminar-based policy pregame where a select group of players, representing many
principal advisors to the National Command Authorities, explored the implications
of increased space and information capabilities on national policies and inter-
national treaties.

Global Engagement 98 (GE 98) will also include a policy-level pregame to be held
near Washington, DC, in June 1998. The operational game will be held the following
November at Maxwell AFB, Alabama. GE 98 will explore the transition of forces
from a small scale contingency to a major theater war in the 2008-2009 timeframe.
Scenarios will challenge current CINC’s’ staffs to test and evaluate emerging con-
cepts of operations against viable threats and plausible enemy actions. Key aspects
will include the employment of an AEF and the application of a rapid halt of ad-
vancing enemy forces to limit the conflict and avoid attrition warfare.

Revolution in Business Affairs

In addition to operational innovation, we must adopt innovative, modern commer-
cial business practices to free up precious resources for modernization. We must re-
move redundancy; use competition to improve quality and reduce costs; and reduce
support structures both to free up resources and to focus on core competencies.

We are capitalizing on the revolution in business affairs by moving away from tra-
ditional means of doing business in acquiring and supporting our forces. We have
instituted an aggressive series of reforms in this regard that extend across the
range of our activities.

Strategic Business Planning

Sustaining the current force while simultaneously investing in the systems nec-
essary for operations in the 21st century is a significant challenge in today’s fiscally
constrained environment. Our key Air Force leaders responsible for accomplishing
and supporting acquisition and sustainment have joined together to embark on a
shared vision and commitment toward a strategic business plan that moves the ac-
quisition and sustainment communities toward better business practices and contin-
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uous process improvement. The goal is to reduce costs without sacrificing mission
capability.
Partnership with Industry

In June 1997, our senior leaders in acquisition, requirements, and planning and
programming signed a memorandum encouraging Air Force members to commu-
nicate more openly with industry to promote a better understanding of our require-
ments in terms of mission and affordability issues. The intent is to promote innova-
tive and more affordable business solutions. This new partnership is already show-
ing progress in the form of acquisition reform, commercial off-the-shelf acquisitions,
lean logistics, and competition and privatization.

Acquisition Reform

We are changing the culture of acquisition. The emphasis is to acquire all prod-
ucts used by the Air Force “better, cheaper, faster” and in a “smoother” more
streamlined, well understood process. Virtually every new acquisition program is
taking advantage of commercial practices by altering its strategy toward commercial
specifications and standards, privatization, competition, commercial off-the-shelf
technology, and contractor system responsibility. Through our Lightning Bolt initia-
tives in streamlining, teaming, and innovative acquisition strategies, we have real-
ized $7.1 billion in savings from previously budgeted funds and $11.8 billion in cost
avoidance. Newer efforts focus on continuous process improvement and establishing
strategic steps to ensure that acquisition reform becomes the norm. To accomplish
these objectives, we will continue to advance the professional development of our ac-
quisition workforce by providing quality continuing education and training.

Commercial Off-The-Shelf (COTS) Products

Using commercial and non-developmental items is a key factor in achieving the
needed economy of Air Force resources. Our focus is on increasing the use of current
commercial non-developmental products, processes, and practices while improving
the public-private sector business environment to enable a greater use of COTS.
Some initiatives include: the conversion of 17 percent of our military product speci-
fications to commercial item descriptions or non-government standards; the estab-
lishment of a market research working group to define commercial market research
techniques that reveal the best commercially available items to insert into military
systems; and the preparation of a draft COTS Handbook to aid in identifying and
procuring commercial items.

Lean Logistics

Lean logistics includes a number of complementary initiatives designed to im-
prove the capabilities of operational units by integrating and applying state-of-the-
art business practices across all logistics functions and processes. For example, we
have implemented a new method to compute base and depot stock levels which have
reduced expected backorders by 17 percent, saving $70 million in depot repair dol-
lars and eliminating $60 million in unfunded repair requirements. We have also in-
stituted an automated method to prioritize depot repair and distribution actions to
optimize fleet aircraft daily availability.

The objective is to maximize operational capability by using high-velocity, time-
definite supply and delivery processes in lieu of large inventories to manage mission
and logistics uncertainty. This results in shorter cycle times, reduced inventories
and costs, and a smaller mobility footprint, which are critical to achieve Air Force
agile combat support objectives.

Competition and Privatization

We are taking a long-term approach to competition and privatization. This entails
charting a strategic path for us—now and in the long run—to make the most effec-
tive use of private sector capabilities while maintaining or improving our readiness
and quality. Innovative solutions, improved performance, and increased savings
should result from the increased competition inherent in the OMB A-76 cost com-
parison process and the increased role of the private sector. With no growth planned
for total obligation authority, the savings accrued from competition and privatiza-
tion will be key for future modernization. Our competition and privatization initia-
tives are designed to preserve “tooth,” streamline “tail,” and support modernization.

We are pursuing dual and joint-use initiatives for workloads with the private sec-
tor to use more efficiently the existing industrial capacity at the three remaining
Air Logistics Centers that remain after BRAC 95. For the workloads not required
to support core capabilities at McClellan Air Logistics Center, California, and San
Antonio Air Logistics Center, at Kelly AFB, Texas, we are continuing with public-
private competitions. The results of the first of the public-private competitions, the
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C-5 Programmed Depot Maintenance at Kelly AFB, Texas, were announced in 1997.
Warner Robins Air Logistics Center in Georgia won this competition with an ex-
pected savings of $190.2 million over the next seven years. Currently, two additional
public-private competitions are planned—one for consolidated depot maintenance
workloads at McClellan AFB, California, and the second for propulsion workloads
at Kelly AFB, Texas. These competitions should be completed in 1998.

In the area of privatization, we are pursuing initiatives in housing and utilities.
We are using privatization to upgrade, improve, and replace substandard family
housing and eliminate our 14,000 unit deficit. Of the 110,000 housing units in the
Air Force-wide inventory, 58,000 require upgrade, improvement, or replacement.
Seven projects are currently proceeding through the privatization process with more
anticipated.

We are also moving forward with the privatization of base utilities in response
to the Secretary of Defense’s Defense Reform Initiative Decision. The first privatiza-
tion project in this area will be awarded in July 1998 for the electrical distribution
at Youngstown Air Reserve Base, Ohio. Under the current execution rules, we an-
ticipate conversion of at least 175 water, wastewater, electrical, and natural gas sys-
tems.

Financial Reform

We continue our efforts to improve financial management systems and practices.
We need better financial management in order to provide our commanders with
high-quality financial information, eliminate financial irregularities that damage
public confidence, and comply with the law.

Improving financial management requires several key steps. Compliance with the
Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) is one of them. GPRA is impor-
tant to financial management because it mandates the creation of output measures
that can be used in financial reports and related to financial data. During the past
year, we have supported OSD efforts to develop output measures and comply with
other requirements of GPRA. We have also incorporated some GPRA output meas-
ures into our financial statements required by the Chief Financial Officers (CFO)
Act. We are experimenting with activity-based costing, training our people on its
use, and assisting in studies. Several of our commands are experimenting with new
approaches to capturing the cost of ownership in order to identify areas to reduce
operating costs and to help decision makers determine ways to reduce costs.

We are also improving our CFO financial statements. These statements are pub-
licly available and provide us an opportunity to demonstrate that we are good stew-
ards of public funds. We have achieved relatively clean audit opinions on our mili-
tary and civilian pay accounts and improved the information related to contingent
liabilities. Now we are focused on making the statements more useful to command-
ers and seeking early implementation of some new statements required by the Fed-
eral Accounting Standards Advisory Board.

Finally, we have undertaken an aggressive effort to improve our financial systems
in order to provide better information to our commanders and comply with the CFO
Act. In the near term, this effort involves modifying existing systems to provide bet-
ter cost data and deploying already-developed systems (such as our Automated Busi-
ness Services System) that can reduce errors in financial data. In the longer run,
we must replace most of our existing systems. In most cases, we will choose the
best-of-breed from among all service systems and modify the winner to comply with
the CFO Act and provide adequate cost data. During the last year, we have made
substantial progress on several systems efforts including one to replace the existing
financial systems at Air Force depots with a modified version of a system in oper-
ation at Navy aircraft depots.

Environmental Restoration and Compliance

Environmental compliance, restoration, and conservation are essential to ensure
the Air Force has continued access to ranges, airspace, and installations. Stable
funding allowed the environmental restoration program to maintain its 1997 clean-
up schedule at all contaminated sites. The firm commitment to know and obey envi-
ronmental laws and regulations has resulted in a dramatic reduction in the number
of open enforcement actions against the Air Force from 263 in 1992 to only 16 in
1997.

In May 1997, the Air Force received 4 out of 14 White House Closing the Circle
Awards which recognize people and groups for leadership in pollution prevention.
The winners were: the Space and Missile Systems Center, Environmental Manage-
ment Branch, Los Angeles AFB, California, for improved launch rocket systems; the
375th Civil Engineering Squadron, Scott AFB, Illinois, for its recycling program; the
Environmental Management Directorate, Ogden Air Logistics Center, Hill AFB,
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Utah, for waste prevention; and Headquarters Air Combat Command, Langley AFB,
Virginia, for its global environmental outreach program. Additionally, the Secretary
of the Interior characterized Eglin AFB, Florida, as the best protected, best man-
aged property that he had seen anywhere in the world. These examples represent
our commitment to protect America’s natural resources as we execute our missions.

Partnerships with governmental and non-governmental organizations are foster-
ing biodiversity and integrated ecosystem management at many installations. We
are working closely with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and state
partners to seek common sense ways to achieve common goals. In November 1997,
we signed an agreement at Vandenberg AFB, California, with the EPA and the
Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District to reduce environmental pro-
gram costs and apply savings directly to reducing pollution from the base. Vanden-
berg AFB was the first DOD installation to sign such an agreement with the EPA.
We plan to direct environmental compliance funds into water conservation and air
and water pollution projects. We will use the savings to purchase and operate clean-
er operating boilers and equipment for the base’s power station. The result will be
less money spent on administration and more invested in improving air quality. The
Deputy Undersecretary of Defense for Environmental Security cited Vandenberg as
the model for this type of partnership. Environmental investment agreements are
an important cooperative step toward sustaining both community and Air Force op-
erations.

Base Transfers and Realignments

We continue to work with the communities impacted by base closure/realignment
to put the property and facilities into economic reuse. For example, Pease AFB, New
Hampshire, is now Pease International Tradeport, employing 1,219 people at a
brewery, a consular center, an airfield, and a steel manufacturer, among others—
where only 400 civilians were employed when the base was active.

In 1997, we completed Economic Development Conveyances (EDC’s) for property
at six closure/realignment bases. Most notably, we signed an EDC with the Greater
Kelly Development Corporation for Kelly AFB, Texas, just two years after the base
was announced for realignment. We have also reached final agreement on the terms
of an EDC with the County of Sacramento and are working very closely to complete
the documentation required to facilitate the transfer of McClellan AFB, California,
from the Air Force to the County.

Other Cost Cutting Initiatives

Additional ongoing cost cutting initiatives implemented or investigated in 1997 in-
clude: (1) replacing government bills of lading with commercial bills of lading for
air express cargo shipments; (2) using commercial express carriers for small arms
and ammunition shipments; (3) increasing functionality between Air Force and com-
mercial carrier transportation data and software; (4) using express carriers to ship
classified material; (5) discontinuing volume printing of regulations and instruc-
tions; and (6) reengineering distribution of publications via electronic media such as
the internet and CD-ROM.

CONCLUSION

America is an aerospace nation and its aerospace forces are an essential element
of our nation’s military capability. They possess the flexibility to fight across the
spectrum of conflict anywhere on the globe, with the speed and range necessary to
halt aggression in its tracks.

America’s Air Force will remain a preeminent tool of U.S. military power with
rapid global ranging forces empowered with stealth and precision weapons. We will
continue to sponsor research and development to exploit the full spectrum of aero-
space technology and continue to assist all the Services’ transition to effective ex-
ploitation of our space assets. Finally, we will remain a key enabler of U.S. land
and sea forces by ensuring air dominance, and through robust airlift, air refueling,
and space support.

The Air Force has come a long way in the past five decades and has an exciting
journey ahead. We are laying the groundwork for that future today as we execute
our contemporary military mission, shape our Service for the future, and develop
the airmen that will lead us in the 21st century. This is a journey that will take
us into new, uncharted territory. And it is one that will benefit every member of
the joint warfighting team.
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sponsible for all actions of the Air Force on behalf of the secretary of the Air Force
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uty general counsel of the Department of Defense where he worked a wide range
of issues, including acquisition reform, countering domestic terrorism, protecting the
department’s information systems and affirmative action. Before serving as a senior
executive with the federal government, Mr. Peters was a litigation partner at the
Washington, D.C. law firm of Williams & Connolly, where he specialized in complex
civil and criminal litigation, including the defense of government contract fraud,
antitrust, tax and security cases. He has extensive experience in representing indi-
viduals and corporations in compliance and ethics programs, internal investigations
and suspension and debarment proceedings. He has written and spoken extensively
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Mr. Peters and his wife, Monnie, have three daughters: Elizabeth, Mary and Mar-
garet.

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH OF GEN. MICHAEL E. RyaN

General Michael E. Ryan is chief of staff of the U.S. Air Force, Washington, D.C.
As chief, he serves as the senior uniformed Air Force officer responsible for the orga-
nization, training and equipage of 750,000 active duty, Guard, Reserve and civilian
forces serving in the United States and overseas. As a member of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, he and the other service chiefs function as military advisers to the secretary
of defense, National Security Council and the President.

The general entered the Air Force after graduating from the U.S. Air Force Acad-
emy in 1965. He has commanded at the squadron, wing, numbered air force and
major command levels. He flew combat in Southeast Asia, including 100 missions
over North Vietnam. He also served in staff assignments at the major command
level, Headquarters U.S. Air Force and the Joint Staff. As commander 16th Air
Force and Allied Air Forces Southern Europe in Italy, he directed the NATO air
combat operations in Bosnia Herzegovina which directly contributed to the Dayton
Peace Accords. Before assuming his current position, the general was commander
of U.S. Air Forces in Europe and commander, Allied Air Forces Central Europe,
with headquarters at Ramstein Air Base, Germany.

General Ryan and his wife, Jane, have four children: Michael, Mary Kathleen,
Sean and Colleen.

CHAIRMAN’S OPENING REMARKS

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much.

Mr. Secretary, I note your distinguished record before you came
to Government and I think we are very fortunate to have a person
of your background be willing to be Secretary of the Air Force. I
hope you take no offense when I tell you that when you mentioned
the fact that you have the power to close bases, in an election year,
as an Acting Secretary, you send shivers through everyone’s back.
I hope you recognize the difficulty that we would have in getting
approval of your budget should you carry out that threat.

Now both you and the general have mentioned that you would
like to close bases. I would be happy to have you give me a list of
the bases you would like to close. The difficulty is that the savings
we made out of the last three rounds of base closures were more
than absorbed by expenditures that were not authorized by Con-
gress in deployments to Bosnia and other places around the world.

We have had to reprogram, reprogram, reprogram, and repro-
gram, and we have decided we are not going to reprogram any-
more.

Now the real problem with it is we spend more of our time and
so do the members of the Air Force trying to figure out where to
get the money that has been spent without authorization, how to
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reshuffle accounts, than we do in trying to figure out what to do
for modernization.

I believe we are going to have to close some bases. But until we
see some action with regard to McClellan and Kelly, which were
kept open during the election process by the President as a can-
didate, I don’t think you are going to get support for the BRAC
process.

Now the idea that we should be berated about not closing bases
at the beginning of a hearing on how can we find the money to con-
tinue right now with this supplemental just crossing my desk, the
only way we are going to swallow that is to declare it all emer-
gency. I really think that we are jeopardizing the future of our
modernization program if we do not make savings. I don’t think it
is clear yet that the only saving we can make is through base clo-
sures.

I come from a State that was the only State in the Union that
was invaded in World War II, and one of the reasons it was was
its bases were denuded in the long peacetime period before World
War I1.

If you want to talk to me or the Senator from Hawaii about read-
iness, we would be happy to quote some history to you.

The difficulty I have right now is I don’t know where we are
going to find the money for modernization and I agree we should
make savings. I would urge you to start looking at some of the
things we have been talking about up here and that includes con-
solidation of functions. Consolidation of bases really has not given
this committee any money to shift around to the modernization
program—none.

We have not had $1 go from base closures into modernization. I
would be glad to have you prove that and if you want to look at
it, I will show you the figures. We spent more money, as I said, in
unfunded, unauthorized operations in Bosnia and other activities,
such as we are now spending in Iraq. But we are going to cover
that with this emergency funding and I hope Congress will join in
the emergency.

But I would urge you to stop complaining about base closures
and start telling us how to save money in other areas. For in-
stance, we maintain training schools for pilots. Each one of the
services does, and for the same aircraft. Why shouldn’t we consoli-
date those functions? What have the services done about consolida-
tion of functions rather than consideration of bases?

I do not think consolidation of bases automatically saves money
at all. One thing that bothers me right now is, if we look at what
is going on right now, General—and you mentioned it in your
statement—we now have four times greater OPTEMPO than in
1989, but with one-third less end-strength. We now have had 33
percent of the active pilots completing tours reenlist. I think that
is the lowest since I entered the Congress.

Under those circumstances, it seems to me that morale, which
would be highly disturbed, Mr. Secretary, by a political decision to
close bases, as opposed to one that was based on the Base Closure
Commission, it seems that morale is going to be affected by bases
being closed without the proper process being followed.
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So I hope we have heard the last of that, Mr. Secretary—again,
respectfully. I do not want to be threatened again. And I think the
committee feels threatened by that concept.

Our budget covers specific bases. If you want to close some, I
would urge you to tell us what you want to close. We will help you.
If you want to close some bases, we will do it in the 1999 bill. But
tell us where they are and why and stop telling us that we ought
to do it without telling us where you want to do it.

General, I really think the problem about pilot retention has a
lot to do with the overall pay scale now as compared to private air-
craft, private concerns, and the way they are hiring away your pi-
lots. I would like to see you give us a suggestion. We had to cover
this once before with the doctors in the military. We had to cover
it before with scientists in the military. Why shouldn’t we face the
fact that if you are going to keep the top grade pilots, we have to
pay them more?

I would urge you to give us not just the incentive pay concept
or the reenlistment bonus concept, but raise their pay across the
board. I have talked to several of these young people. They left be-
cause they felt their families would be better off. They are passing
their prime years flying in the service and they didn’t feel the com-
pensation was high enough. I think the Congress would be ready
to adjust the pay of pilots to meet this problem of retention.

Last, the one thing that really worries me right now, Mr. Sec-
retary and General, is the report from Europe that at least two
fighter squadrons were not able to maintain readiness, were red-
lined too often, and were not capable of meeting the overall goal
of the Air Force, particularly when deployed. It is bad enough to
have that happen here at home. But if it is true that there were
two fighter squadrons in Europe that could not maintain their air-
craft availability because of lack of spare parts, I think something
has to be done about the logistical concept of distribution of parts
and their availability. We would be happy to work with you on
that.

I would hope that, above all, once we deploy forces overseas, they
are not shortchanged with regard to parts. That report was very
disturbing to me when it first came in.

If you have any comments about what I said, I would be glad to
let you comment. But I have to tell you that that article disturbed
me no end.

FUNDING REQUEST OVERVIEW

Mr. Secretary, do you have any comment?

Mr. PETERS. Senator, the point of the discussion that I had and
also to a certain extent that General Ryan had at the Air Force As-
sociation [AFA] last week was clearly that BRAC is the right way
to go if we are going to reduce infrastructure because it is the way
that is best for the communities that have supported the military
for so many years.

There really are three reasons at this point why we think we
need to be able to close bases. Money is one of them but is not nec-
essarily the most important. There are two other reasons that are
really critical.
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First, with respect to our forces, we are at a point now where,
as General Ryan said, the forces who are left at home are working
very long hours because the number of people left on the bases
from which our deploying squadrons leave are not large enough to
maintain the base during the time of deployments.

We think we have the right overall force structure, but what we
need to do is put those forces on fewer bases. Now that can be
done, obviously, without closing bases. But it also will stress the
bases from which we take those people and probably we would be
better, rather than stressing a lot of bases, simply to close several
and go on from there.

Second, as the GAO has noted in recent studies and as we have
looked at in our own planning process, it makes sense to try to con-
solidate our aircraft into larger units. Again, that requires taking
units off of bases and moving them.

In the QDR we have looked at both of those options and some
of the QDR numbers actually depended on taking significant num-
bers of aircraft off of bases and relocating them. When we went
down and talked to Secretary Cohen about that for this year, for
the fiscal year 1999 program, a decision was made that we would
not do that in favor of trying to get a BRAC process.

These are really important things we are going to have to do. If
BRAC is simply not going to happen, we have to look at other ways
as best we can to consolidate forces and to consolidate aircraft.

For example, one of the places where we had hoped to get mod-
ernization aircraft for the National Guard was by taking them out
of an active duty fighter wing. We have not done that. We still
need to look at that. The best way to do that would probably,
again, be to actually close a base and simply take those aircraft
and move some of them off to the Guard.

That is where we are. On the money, we believe we have made
about $5.6 billion off the BRAC rounds for the Air Force and that
number goes through 2001. That is the net number. Some of those
savings will continue to go on for many years. There is no question
that that money has not gone all for modernization. But we still
need to be able to get that money.

ENVIRONMENTAL COSTS

Senator STEVENS. Hasn’t any of it gone there? We spent more
than $8 billion in Bosnia. We have had to put that up. None of it—
I take that back—about $1 billion was requested, finally, last year.
But at least $7 billion was spent against $5.6 billion in savings.

I don’t see how that has gone to modernization. Until we find
some way to assure that the money that we save is going to go into
modernization, I think that is another problem we have with
BRAC. I would like to put it into an account so that you can only
use it for BRAC. We have to look at that in terms of amending the
BRAC law.

I hear you. Mr. Cortese reminds me that the bill is still not in
on the environmental costs on the bases we closed. It is probably
going to exceed the savings by the time we are through.

Mr. PETERS. The number I just gave you is based on our estimate
of the environmental costs. That is the net above environmental
costs through 2001. We think we are going to be, in the Air Force,
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net over $5 billion, including the environmental costs. We actually
have turned to net savings at this point. There was an up-front
cost for environmental. There is no question about that. There are
continuing costs. But our estimate is that by the end of 2001, we
will be net positive in the Air Force of about $5.6 billion.

Senator STEVENS. We hear you. I know we have to get some
money from somewhere. I don’t like this budget. This budget from
now to the year 2003 is not going to increase despite the fact that
we are going to start building up a surplus before—you know, it’s
not really a surplus in the overall connection of the national debt.
But the balanced budget goal was 2002 and it is balanced now.

I think part of that came from the fact that we paid peacekeep-
ing costs out of defense and we don’t have the money for mod-
ernization that we should have had.

Now I hope also to have something to say about whether that
happens again.

Again, our problem is how to get the money to help you. I don’t
think you are going to get it in terms of the money we need for
modernization, base closures, particularly with the forces deployed
overseas the way it looks like they still are going to be, for an in-
definite period ahead, if I understand what the President said. I
don’t know how you are going to move those savings into anything
other than paying the costs of the deployments in Bosnia and Iragq.

So this is a tough one for us.

Senator Bond.

F—15AS

Senator BOND. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

General Ryan, I raise an issue concerning our National Guard
general purpose squadron. I understand the procedural restrictions
on upgrading F-15A’s, but there are A’s out there which still have
a lot of life on them, and as I understand it, many of them with
more life than some of the early model F-15C’s.

Now I understand that the Air Guard F-15A to F-15C replace-
ment program the Air Force anticipates will be forced to the right,
extending the sunset date of the F-15A because of other procure-
ment problems. There are, as we know, Guard units out there right
now and will be for the foreseeable future.

Is there anything we can do to help with an F-15A system up-
grade, such as accelerating an installation of fighter to fighter data
link to bring them to tactical parity with the rest of the Air Force
TACAIR inventory? Do you see any way to speed up the process
to take advantage of the experience of Guard pilots when they are
asked to integrate with other deployed units of the total force?

General RYAN. Senator Bond, we continually look at the force
structure out there in our Guard and Reserve units and try to
make sure, as best we can, that they are compatible with the active
force because we intermix them all the time, as you well know.

We have looked at the F-15A models. Extending their life for a
significant amount of time would cost about $11 to $15 million
apiece. We will continue to look at that as we look at what happens
to our force structure as we move out and how our budgets are ap-
proved.
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But, as you know, we are committed to making sure we have the
interoperability. In this year’s budget with our Guard forces we in-
creased the amount of data links that we are going to have on our
aircraft. We eventually want to get to everyone being compatible
with Link 16. In the meantime, we are doing EPLRS on our F-16’s
in the Guard. We are increasing their capability for precision guid-
ed munitions. We will go back and look at the A models in light
of what our force structure will be in the future to see if there is
something we need to do to that force if modernization pushes out
to the right. If it does not push out to the right, then the A-B mod-
els fall into that timeframe where we cannot upgrade.

But I will give you an answer for the record.

[The information follows:]

F-15A’s

The USAF is aggressively pursuing force structure modernization programs. As
a result, we expect the conversion of F-15A’s to F-15C’s to occur on schedule. In-
stead of modifying the F-15A’s, we will continue with plans to upgrade to F-15C’s
in anticipation of their introduction into the National Guard.

PILOT READINESS

Senator BOND. I appreciate that. Obviously, we want to see the
schedules maintained. But around here, I have only been here for
a couple of years and I have seen schedules tend to slip, particu-
larly when you have as many other requirements as our chairman
has just mentioned on it.

I mentioned some ideas about pilot training and readiness. Do
you have any thoughts on that?

General RYAN. On our pilot training, as the Secretary men-
tioned—correction—as the chairman mentioned and the Secretary
talked about, our pilot retention numbers are not what they ought
to be. We have polled our people and asked them what is it that
would increase your proclivity to stay with us.

You have to remember that these men and women are the people
who have already served 9 years in our service. Most of them have
families. Most have been deployed to the desert multiple times.
They are looking for stability in their lives as much as they are
l%oking for anything else and that their families be well taken care
of.

We are working those issues as hard as we can. We have cut
down on the deployment time that they are gone to 45 days so that
they do not lose their skills. We have, with the governments in the
region, Turkey and Saudi Arabia, been allowed to train there, not
just do figure eights in the sky. Turkey has allowed us training
days each month for our forces to go out and train as they need
to and we have gotten similar capabilities in the gulf.

That is not as much of a problem as it was before.

We think that the bonus, that the committee was very instru-
mental in helping us get, has kind of stemmed the tide. What we
are looking for is something to turn it back around.

THE TUNNER

Senator BoOND. We will want to follow up on that. I have just one
very quick, last question.
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Could you give me your views on the performance of the 60-K
loader and your near-time procurement strategy?

General RYAN. You know, we call it the “Tunner,” named after
General Tunner, who ran the Berlin airlift and, in fact, flew the
Hump. I was with his wife 4 or 5 days ago, a marvelous woman,
who herself is an aviator.

The Tunner is probably a huge step forward for us because of its
capability to move equipment from high loads to low loads quickly
and reliably.

Senator BOND. Is it working well?

General RyYAN. It is working great. We have not had any prob-
lems with it and we are going to buy 300-plus of them and put
them around the world to help with our mobility throughput.

Senator BOND. I would like to help you with that.

Thank you very much, General.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Cochran.

QUALITY OF LIFE

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General Ryan, you mentioned that the biggest problem the Air
Force faces is retaining pilots. You pointed out the numbers to il-
lustrate the problem. I wonder, given the fact that you said you
were trying to deal with housing problems and other quality of life
issues to try to help retain pilots, how does that coincide with the
low amounts being requested for family housing, military construc-
tion, and the other things that you really need to do in order to
improve these quality of life situations? I notice that the military
construction request, for example, is down $160 million in terms of
National Guard and Reserve military construction.

The other part of the budget is down $332 million from the fiscal
year 1998 budget. The family housing budget is down $100 million
from the funding level of 1998.

Do we need to add more money for these items?

General RYAN. As we worked our way through our budget, what
we tried to do, was balance the modernization and the readiness
accounts along with our people and our quality of life. Those were
our three main pillars.

No; it is not what we want. It is not what we think our folks de-
serve. But it was what we had to distribute in our budget and we
tried to do it in a very balanced manner.

We are looking at other ways to leverage that money, too, and
that is in the private sector, particularly with family housing, to be
able to partner with local communities and the capability to ren-
ovate homes, and then be able actually to do a rental agreement.

We have several tests of this going on in Texas, at Lackland. We
are doing this with a group of houses to give us more leverage on
the money we have.

But, to answer your direct question Senator, we would like to
have spent more money in our quality of life side. We will always
want to spend more money on our quality of life side to take care
of our folks.
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PILOT TRAINING

Senator COCHRAN. One other impact that is possible from this is
the pressure on pilot training facilities. At Columbus Air Force
Base in Mississippi, for example, I am told that they may need to
increase their pilot production by over 225 percent to train new pi-
lots to take up the slack from those who are retiring early. This
is over a 3-year time period, from fiscal year 1996 to fiscal year
1999, a 225-percent increase.

Are there funds in this budget request that will help deal with
the problem at the pilot training bases?

General RYAN. Yes; we have looked at our pilot production to
ramp it from our low several years ago of about 500 pilots a year
for the active duty force up to 1,100 pilots for the active duty force
by the year 2000. That is a big increase.

Quite frankly, we made a mistake in the Air Force in our draw-
down when we cut our pilot training back. It was not a smart thing
to do. Now we are suffering some from that decision.

We have in the budget the capability to ramp. In the 1999 budg-
et, included in there is our ramp-up in pilot training. We are still
studying how to get to the 1,100 number which includes expanding
our pilot base to include other bases, other than the current pilot
training bases.

We have worked with the Navy, to answer your question, Mr.
Chairman, in increasing our capability with them. As you know, we
are jointly training our pilots with the Navy right now. The Army
does all of our helicopter pilot training. So we have combined these
functions as best we can in ramping on up. We are buying a com-
mon airplane, a JPATS airplane, for the Navy and the Air Force
and we are looking for every opportunity to produce pilots.

If you look at the numbers right now, if the Army, Navy, Air
Force, and Marine Corps let every pilot go who was eligible to
leave, that would not one-half fill up the bucket of the 13 major air-
lines’ needs over the next 10 years. So we are in a deficit war here
for the service of these folks.

The airlines are hiring mightily and they will continue to hire.
If you look at it with the commuters, it does not even come close
to one-quarter of the requirement. This is a national problem, not
just an Air Force problem.

AIRBORNE LASER

Senator COCHRAN. Mr. Secretary, both you and General Ryan
mentioned the fact that you had put money in this budget for the
Airborne Laser Program. The amount is $292.2 million. Is the fact
that the Air Force is willing to put this in their own budget an in-
dication of how important this program is to the Air Force and the
capacity to defend against missile attacks?

Mr. PETERS. Yes, it is, Senator. It is a very important program
to us. We think it is on track. We have looked at the various test
results we have gotten. We think we are where we need to be and
that we, in fact, are going to be able to test this thing in the air
in 2002, which is the goal.

This is the only program we have at the moment in the theater
missile area which can knock a missile down in the boost phase.
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It also has important collateral benefits in terms of tracking mis-
siles as they come up. Information about missiles, the leakers that
get through, can be given back to others, the theater missile de-
fense [TMD] units, and it is a very, very important program for us,
one that I think is essential both for force protection and also as
an enabler for the other theater missile defense systems.

Senator COCHRAN. Is the amount of money available to you relat-
ed to the date of deployment of the weapons system? In other
words, if we appropriated more money than you requested, would
that accelerate the deployment schedule and further enhance the
protection of our forces?

Mr. PETERS. I believe the answer at this point is no, that we are
technology driven and research and development driven through
2002, which is what we need to get to. We really need to make sure
this works correctly before we invest additional funds. But I think
we are where we need to be through the 2002 date.

Senator COCHRAN. As I understand it, one of the attractive as-
pects of this system is that you are able to attack a missile in its
boost phase and that this enhances the ability to protect against
damage, destruction from hostile weapons. Is that one of the driv-
}ng fogces, one of the reasons why this is such an attractive option
or us?

Mr. PETERS. Absolutely, Senator. This is the only boost phase
intercept program we have ongoing at the moment. As we worry
more about weapons of mass destruction, we certainly would like
any weapons of mass destruction to fall back on the shooter rather
than on our forces.

So this is very critical to us. It looks like the only technology
right now that can do a boost phase.

Senator COCHRAN. Somebody in the Secretary of Defense’s office
has criticized this program as being susceptible to problems be-
cause of atmospheric turbulence. Is that a realistic criticism? Is
that based on science or supposition?

Mr. PETERS. In this area it is based, we believe, on some early
test results which we believe our data collection efforts have
disproven.

There are technologists on both sides of this argument as to what
extent the laser beam will be defracted and made turbulent by the
air that it has to shoot through.

We had set some minimum parameters. We believe, based on
data we have collected around the world, that the turbulence we
are going to experience is within those parameters. We believe that
the measures we have to correct for that turbulence are right
where they need to be.

So at this point, it is our sense that the only way you are going
to be able to resolve this argument is by putting an airplane in the
air, shooting the laser, and seeing what happens. I think we are
in the area where you can argue about it or go try it. We are at
the go try it place at this point.

General RYAN. I would say that that argument is also waning.
We have had multiple investigations of the phenomenon of refract-
ing the beam as it goes through and most of the serious scientists
now say yes, we've got it pretty well solved.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you very much, General.
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Thank you, Mr. Secretary.
Senator STEVENS. Senator Harkin.

PILOT RETENTION

Senator HARKIN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary and General Ryan, I just have two things I want
to cover. First is on the retaining of pilots. This has always been
a problem. It has been a problem since I was a pilot in the Navy.
You get trained and you find out that you can get more money on
the outside, that things are more stable in the civilian world. You
are always going to have that problem in a free society and in a
market economy. This is why I have always advocated that we pay
more attention to our Reserve forces and our National Guards.

I was a Navy pilot. I left the Navy. I joined the Reserves. I flew
every weekend. I put in 4 weeks of active duty every year. I was
better trained and qualified in the Reserves than I was on active
duty at the cost to the taxpayers at one-third as much money.

I did not have all of the collateral duties and I was not training
to be CNO or anything else. I just wanted to fly an airplane. So
I think we shortchange a lot of our Reserves and our National
Guard forces.

A lot of these pilots that are leaving the Air Force, just like they
are leaving the Navy, want to continue to fly. They like to sit in
that seat. They could do that in the National Guard and in the Re-
serves at probably one-half, no, one-third as much of what it costs
us to keep them on active duty.

We ought to be focusing on that and provide that kind of struc-
ture for them because they can be called up and sent into active
duty at any minute as well qualified. General—I am sure you will
agree with me.

General RyaNn. Yes, sir.

We are talking from the same sheet of music. We are trying to
hire every one of those folks who come out of active duty into our
Guard and Reserve forces. Our Guard and Reserve force in the Air
Force provide us with integral capabilities that we use all the time.
In fact, we are stressing those forces fairly heavily right now.

We are using our Guard and Reserve forces to the maximum ex-
tent that they think they can sustain right now.

Senator HARKIN. That they can sustain?

General RYAN. That they can sustain.

Senator HARKIN. I think our job is to give them an ability to sus-
tain even more. That’'s what I am saying. They may be at their
limit. I am just saying that I don’t think that limit is enough right
now. That is my point. I am saying that as a policymaker.

We have a lot of people out there who are qualified pilots who
are leaving, who we could keep in the force. I know them. I know
what they are like. I know where their heads are.

General RYAN. Yes, sir; and we are trying to recruit every darn
one of them to come to us into the Guard and Reserve.

Senator HARKIN. And I'll bet you that it is not too hard to recruit
them for Reserve duty or National Guard duty, either.

General RYAN. Yes, sir.

Senator HARKIN. Do you think it is hard?
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General RYAN. In our Guard and Reserve, we have two different
kinds of pilots. We have pilots who are full-time pilots with the Re-
serve.

Senator HARKIN. Right.

General RYAN. About one-third of our force, our Reserve forces
are full time.

Senator HARKIN. I understand.

General RYAN. The other two-thirds——

Senator HARKIN. Are the weekend warriors and stuff like that.

General RYAN [continuing]. We can get the weekend warriors
pretty well. What we are having trouble getting, and the Reserves
and Guard are working very hard on, are those folks who are full
time, which is a similar problem that we have.

Senator HARKIN. I understand that.

General RYAN. They are the backbone that holds those units to-
gether as the part timers come in and out.

Senator HARKIN. I understand that problem. I would like to
know what we can do to help beef that up, because those people
tend to be more stable. They are located in a community. They are
not moving around, they are not deployed. So what can we do to
entice more people into that line and then help beef up the week-
end warrior situation?

General RYAN. One of the things that we look at very carefully
is not so much how much the Guard and Reserve can help us in
our two major theater war paradigm but how much the Guard and
(Iiieserve can help us with our OPTEMPO right now. That is the

river.

RECRUITMENT

Senator HARKIN. I understand.

There is one other issue that I really wanted to cover with you.
I am not going to get into weapon systems and all the big ticket
items that you have.

I was reading your posture statement and on page 17 you discuss
recruiting quality people. You say that recruiting remains a chal-
lenge. U.S. commitments abroad have decreased the pool of inter-
ested, qualified, potential recruits. Annual youth attitude surveys
show the interest of young men serving in the Air Force has
dropped from 17 percent in 1989 and stabilized at 12 percent.

Well, General, Mr. Secretary, since World War II, we have had
an organization in the Air Force that develops leadership, dis-
cipline, motivation, interest in aviation, and flying. It is called the
Civil Air Patrol [CAP]. And yet, for the last 13 years that I have
been in the Senate, the Air Force has been treating it like an ille-
gitimate child—get rid of it, ignore it, shunt it aside, defund it, ev-
erything else.

Mr. Chairman, the Air Force now is supporting, as I understand
it, establishing the Civil Air Patrol as a grantee organization under
OMB Circular 110. That would require the Civil Air Patrol to apply
for funds through a grant review process and not be a part of, or
receive funds through, the DOD appropriations process. This would
make the Civil Air Patrol a nongovernment organization, similar to
a hospital or research laboratory and would move the CAP from its
present position in the Air Force budget process.
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I just want you to know that I am absolutely, totally opposed to
that. I look at your budget request on Civil Air Patrol and it goes
down every year. In 1997, 1998, and 1999, it went from $19 million
down to $13.9 million. I have to tell you that I think you are going
in the wrong direction.

Do you want to get young people interested?

I had breakfast not too long ago with a man that I met recently,
a very, very successful business man in Baltimore, an African-
American. I was having breakfast with him and I said well, I have
to leave now because I have a group of kids over on the Capitol
steps who are CAP kids from Ohio. He said oh, the Civil Air Patrol.
He said you know, I would not be where I am today, when I was
stuck in the inner city of Baltimore, if it had not been for the Civil
Air Patrol. He said that is what gave him the discipline and the
motivation to succeed in life.

So I went over to the steps of the Capitol and met these kids
from Cleveland, OH. The more I think about it, the more I think
we are missing a great bet here. There are kids in these inner cit-
ies that need this, that want it, and it is not a big buck item.

If you want to increase the pool of young people that are moti-
vated and that have an interest, this i1s where it is, General. This
is where it is, Mr. Secretary. It is a small item.

And yet I have fought for 13 years in this Senate to keep the
Civil Air Patrol alive, to keep it in the Air Force, to keep it from
being shunted aside, to give it new duties and responsibilities.

A few years ago, we gave it the responsibility of drug interdiction
and they have done a remarkable job. I keep pointing out the Civil
Air Patrol can fly 1 hour of drug surveillance—oh, I don’t know my
figures right now—but it was at like $40 an hour, something like
that.

First of all, what you get is your pilots, General. They are out
of the Air Force, they are flying for the airlines, they are in busi-
ness, they are weekend warriors, and they love to go out and do
this. They volunteer their time. They take their own cameras and
we buy them the gas. It costs $40 an hour.

For the same National Guard helicopter in Iowa to do drug sur-
veillance in Iowa is like several hundred dollars an hour.

Look at the recent A-10 crash in Colorado, for the benefit of you
people out there. For that A-10 crash in Colorado, people searched
high and low. The Air Force searched and everybody searched. Who
found it—the Civil Air Patrol.

Eighty-five to ninety percent of all of the search and rescue done
in this country is done by the Civil Air Patrol, and quite success-
fully, too.

So every year I give this speech. But this year I am hotter on
it than I have ever been before because, hopefully, we have some
new leadership down there. I hope you will take a look at that
budget. It is just wrong when you are going from $19 million down
to $13 million.

Here is the Air Force on rescue and recovery services at $46 mil-
lion last year. The Civil Air Patrol was $2.1 million, and yet it is
the Civil Air Patrol that does 85 to 90 percent of the search and
rescue in this country. I have to ask what is that other $46 million
going to the Air Force for?
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I just hope that we will take a new look at the Civil Air Patrol.
I want to know what your intentions are in terms of shunting it
off and making it a grantee organization. If that is where you are
headed, you are going to have a battle. I may be alone in it, but
you are going to have a battle because I am going to fight it.

I think you could not say it better than in your posture state-
ment. You want young people, motivated, interested in aviation.
The Civil Air Patrol is the pool out there from which you can get
them. I will just leave it at that.

Mr. Chairman, we need summer camps for Civil Air Patrol. We
need weekend activities for kids in inner cities to go out to our
bases and be involved in Civil Air Patrol. Yet we are not doing any
of this.

I think it would be a great recruiting technique plus it will an-
swer a lot of the problems you are going to have in the next 20 to
30 years for recruiting people.

I have had my say. I would like to hear your response.

General RyYaN. First of all, sir, you are striking a chord with
somebody who used to be a CAP cadet. I was in the Civil Air Patrol
when I was a teenager.

CIVIL AIR PATROL

Senator HARKIN. Where are you from?

General RYAN. At the time, I was living in Nebraska, in Omaha.

Senator HARKIN. Interesting.

General RyaN. I had the leadership of the CAP in and sat down
and talked to them about where we are going with the CAP. I have
asked the Commander of Air Education and Training Command to
come back to me and tell me how we can revitalize the program.
I have asked our folks in the air staff to tell me the ins and outs
of why we are going with the circular 110 definition of whether this
is a grant or is direct funded in our budget kind of activity. It does
not make a lot of sense to me that we change horses in the middle
of the stream because of a legal interpretation. And if it is a legal
interpretation, I would like to come back to you and see if we can
get1 legislative relief so that we can directly fund the Civil Air Pa-
trol.

I would like to meet with you also and talk about our Civil Air
Patrol and how we can revitalize it. I am committed to that.

Senator HARKIN. I would look forward to that. I would love to sit
down and talk with you about it. You have been involved in it for
a long time. I didn’t know you were a cadet. That is interesting.
That’s great.

Mr. PETERS. Let me add to that, Senator. In the 95 or so days
that I have been the Acting Secretary, I have been to CAP func-
tions twice, including the Martin Luther King function here at An-
drews, where we brought many of these inner city kids from the
District of Columbia out to Andrews for an evening. There are
some very, very dedicated people there.

Senator HARKIN. That’s right.

Mr. PETERS. We intend to continue to fund this. I have beat up
my general counsel, as recently as this morning, saying that we
have to get this resolved because we need to know a definitive an-
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swer from OMB one way or the other, and if we need legislation
to make this continue, we will try to get that.

Senator HARKIN. If you do need legislative relief, we ought to dis-
cuss that and we will come up with it. Again, I would like to talk
to you about your projected budget on Civil Air Patrol and what
you are looking at in the future. I don’t like what I see in here.

Let’s see what we can do to revise that. I would like to meet with
you about that.

Mr. PETERS. Yes, sir; we'll get together.

Senator HARKIN. Thank you very much, General, Mr. Secretary.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator STEVENS. General, I would like to be included in those
as an ex-Civil Air Patrol legal officer, as you probably know, but
beyond that, as a pilot, too. The Senator was mentioning primarily
young people. The search and rescue in my State is done by reserv-
ists and National Guardsmen who also volunteer as Civil Air Pa-
trol. There is a bifurcated function there that we have to preserve.

I welcome his comments about the outreach for pilots, and I no-
tice your comment about increasing pilot training. I just think we
ought to open up the doors and train more people. We cannot get
by with allocating the shortage among the services as far as I can
see.

Senator Dorgan.

AIRBORNE LASER

Senator DORGAN. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.

Mr. Secretary and General, welcome.

That question was asked of you a few moments ago on the air-
borne laser. I would like to just add to the question. There was a
GAO report, critical of the program, and the press picked up on it.

Would you give me your impression of the criticism and what the
Air Force is doing to respond to it?

General RYAN. When I first came to this job, I tried to get heav-
ily into ABL. I have had people from laboratories come and talk to
me. I have had the testers come and talk to me. I think the pro-
gram, the criticism of the program, was based on lack of facts. I
think the facts are in now and you don’t hear the criticism that you
heard before.

The facts are that the physics of the capability are there. We
think we can do it. We have done the sampling, we have done the
testing, we have done the warping of the mirrors, we have done the
hard physics work to make this a viable program. What we are
really looking forward to now is how to mechanize it so we can put
it on the aircraft and fly the aircraft and do an airborne dem-
onstration. That would happen in the year 2002.

We are well on course to that. It is a great capability. We should
not be stuck in the defense of our folks in rear areas, in theaters
where ballistic missiles are a threat, to being only able to catch
them as they come in. We need to be able to go out and attack
them where they are on the ground and catch them airborne in a
whole series of defensive layers.

We think this is a vital capability and we think it is going to
work.
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TANKER FORCES

Senator DORGAN. The only reason I asked the question is the
criticism that was leveled had real wings. I mean, it took off and
was repeated and continues to be repeated.

I would encourage you to move aggressively in response to it be-
cause it is an important program.

Thank you for your response.

General, your predecessor, General Fogleman, was very high on
the concept of basing the Air Force’s tanker aircraft at core tanker
bases. Has that thinking changed or are you pretty much in line
with General Fogleman’s thinking on that?

General RYAN. We have our tanker forces both stationed in thea-
ter and in the United States. But yes, we are trying, for efficiency’s
sake, to keep them in fairly large piles. That is still our motivation.

Senator DORGAN. So the concept of the core tanker base

General RYAN. Is still there.

Senator DORGAN. Let me ask a question about the Iraqi crisis.

We had a lot of questions about basing options for aircraft with
respect to any potential operations in Iraq. The question of where
we might and might not be able to base certain aircraft in dealing
with the Iraq crisis was something that was publicized widely. 1
would like to know if the Air Force was satisfied with the basing
options that were available to it during the most recent crisis. If
not, does that suggest a need for more long-range airpower?

General RYAN. I was happy with the basing options that we were
presented with. What was unclear was whether we were going to
be able to use the bases where we had the aircraft bedded down
to prosecute an attack. That was the real issue.

Though there were declaratory statements made by many of the
governments over there, we never came to a conclusive decision on
whether those aircraft would be used or not. I was over in the thea-
ter not too long ago and traveled to all the countries where we had
our Air Forces bedded down and talked to the leadership there. For
the most part, they were very supportive, Kuwait particularly.

We will always, I think, need access to bases in regions where
we have potential conflict. If we do not have access to those bases
or do not have allies in those areas, then our long-range capability
will be stressed—not only our long-range capability in bomber ca-
pability, but our ability to extend our forces out using our maritime
forces also.

So there is always this balance that you will have to go through
with that kind of activity. Each one of these has a different flavor.

What we would do in Bosnia is much different than what we
would do in Iraq, and perhaps in the Korean Peninsula, and how
we would apply the forces. So each one is different.

One of the problems with our long-range capability is the cycle
times that we need, particularly with our bomber forces, in which
I know you are very interested.

To be able to project the power from the continental United
States, that far, and back is something that we can do. And we
have a very good bomber force to do it.
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But a sustained effort requires access closer. I would like to move
the bombers in closer, quite honestly, to where we can get these
cycle times down and use the full capability of the bombers.

REPORT STATUS

Senator DORGAN. Well, our B-52’s have moved to Diego Garcia,
and the cycle times from that island would not be too high. But,
I would like to submit for the record some further questions on the
bomber force, with the chairman’s permission.

Let me ask Secretary Peters one additional question that relates
to the question that the chairman asked on base closings.

The Congress has prohibited the formation of another BRAC
Commission until the Pentagon submits a report back to the Con-
gress. | offered the amendment in the Senate, which is now law,
that required the report.

It is not a message to the Department of Defense or to the Air
Force that we will not be supportive of downsizing or base closing
in areas where we have facilities that are unneeded. We under-
stand all of that. But the Congressional Budget Office has indi-
cated that we do not have currently a very good method or a very
good system of determining what the costs and the benefits have
been of the base closures that we have already done.

We have ordered the closing of about 100 bases. Well over one-
half have now been fully closed. The Congressional Budget Office
says we would be very unwise to proceed until we understand what
it is we have done and what the consequences are of what we have
done.

On that basis, we decided, despite a call for more base closing
rounds, to stop and ask for a complete report and an evaluation of
what have we done, what has been done, what have been the costs
and benefits.

Can you respond to that and tell us where you are in the process
of trying to gather together these facts and the information for
Congress?

Mr. PETERS. Yes, sir.

Secretary Cohen intends to try to submit that report, I think, in
the April timeframe. We have also had the DOD inspector general
and in the Air Force our own audit agency going out to look at
these costs.

The DOD inspector general has been working this and, in at
least one of the years—I don’t know which one—has found that our
costs were actually less than estimated and our benefits were actu-
ally greater than estimated. But that data collection effort is going
on right now.

I know that because the Air Force is a couple of weeks overdue
in providing the data, which I am reminded of almost daily. I be-
lieve that report will be coming in the April timeframe.

Senator DORGAN. What kind of overcapacity do you think exists,
Mr. Secretary?

Mr. PETERS. At this point, we have not actually figured out exact
numbers. But it is clear to us—and we have asked our planners to
go back and look at this—that, as we become more of an expedi-
tionary Air Force, we need to have larger bases.
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In the POM cycle we currently are in, we have tasked our plan-
ners to look at consolidating and reorganizing various forces, in-
cluding, for example, where training occurs and who does it: Active,
Reserve, or National Guard. We have also asked them to come back
to the Chief and me with a plan for how we would plus up these
highly stressed forces, such as security forces and mechanics.

We will have that in the POM 2000 cycle. We are going to try
to resolve a lot of those issues. That is where we are.

We know, though, from the QDR experience that we needed to
take out one more active fighter wing in order to get aircraft for
the National Guard. We did not do that because the Secretary felt
that it was more important to try to go for a BRAC round. What
we had planned to do was to pull substantial assets off of several
bases. But doing that without BRAC is not the first choice.

So we know that, even to reach our QDR targets, we have to take
a substantial number of aircraft off of existing bases.

BRAC PLANNING

Senator DORGAN. General Fogleman was remarkably candid last
year when I asked him about this issue. He said well, I won’t be
here when the next round occurs. But he said if I were doing it,
I would probably call for only one additional round. That was at
odds with what had been discussed publicly.

Have you any comments on that?

Mr. PETERS. We are looking at our planning process right now.
Our sense is that it will take two. But we are looking right now
at trying to come up with an overall concept for what people have
nicknamed superbases, that is, a base from which we could have
substantial assets deployed without ruining the quality of life for
people still left on the base.

In other words, we would like to avoid having our security forces
who are left at home go to 12 hour shifts when we deploy with se-
curity forces overseas. So we are looking at that right now to try
to come up with a better sense of exactly what skills those are, how
many we need, and what their best locations would be.

General RYaN. One of our problems in our previous drawdown
was, conceptually, what kind of Air Force were we going to be,
going into the future. It has evolved that we are very much an ex-
peditionary Air Force. We are going to be called to go overseas, pro-
vide our own force protection, provide our own living conditions,
not live on the economy because of the seriousness of the threats
that are out there from terrorists and others.

Given that paradigm, we are not structured for that kind of ac-
tivity. We are spread very thinly around a lot of bases. We need
to bulk up so that not only the forces but the infrastructure for the
base is of sufficient size to keep it busy at home and efficient at
home but also effective overseas. So what is happening to us right
now, particularly in our security police forces, for instance, is we
take them from many different bases and spread the load. So most
of the bases out there are on 12 hour shifts for our security forces.

Our forces in the gulf, in Turkey and other places, are on 12 hour
shifts. Then we switch them. So we are running 12 hour shifts on
our folks both at home and overseas. We just have to stop that.
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What we save in a BRAC is interesting from my perspective, but
what we gain is our capability to do this mission that we have been
at for the last 8 years and asking our folks to suck it up at home.
We are, in fact, abusing them in some ways.

Senator DORGAN. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you, Senator Dorgan.

Senator Domenici.

CONTRACTING OUT SAVINGS

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I was not here for your entire opening remarks
and your questions, but I want to join in the portion for which I
was here. I want to join you in your comments with reference to
how much we have taken out of the regular budget of the Defense
Department for these unforeseen contingencies and events that
were not planned for, led by Bosnia.

Frankly, I don’t believe that we can have the United States mili-
tary be bound by a multiyear, firm, in-place budget, the only part
of our National Government so bound, and then insert and inject
upon them the mandate that they pay for interventions like Bos-
nia, out of their regular budget. That is why we are here, with all
these strains in terms of how are they going to live within their
numbers.

You take $5 to $7 billion and it will fix a lot of the problems we
are talking about. Maybe it is $8 billion. But whatever it is, that
is a big strain.

I want to raise one point that I have learned about from General
Ryan and others in the Air Force that I do not have an answer to.
But I want to suggest that there is a great, big problem waiting
out there if the U.S. Air Force is expected to meet its budget tar-
gets in some of the ways suggested.

One is to contract out various activities in the Air Force. Unless
I am mistaken, that means that through contracting out, the Air
Force intends to have 29,000 fewer jobs in the civilian part of the
Air Force under this budget and 23,000 jobs will be military posi-
tions. If you add those up, that is a 52,000 job reduction expected
in ultimate force structure, and they are to be paid for by $5 billion
that are to be saved from a formula approach to contracting out.

The formula says that when we do these contracting outs, here
they all are, we will save 25 percent on average on every one; that
is, over what it would cost doing it the normal way.

First, I want to be the first one on record to say I do not believe
you can get this job done. I don’t believe you can contract out and
privatize that much to achieve that kind of saving.

I base this on anecdotal information, but I have been around
when there were just a few jobs being canceled because of contract-
ing out and privatization. By the time you are finished with it
working its way through the Congress and through the disputes be-
tween the unions that currently have membership that are being
reduced, it takes a lot longer than planned and, frequently, we
never get it done even though it is supposed to get done.

So I guess I add another problem that you have, Mr. Chairman,
in trying to get this defense budget put together. But I think that
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is a very, very serious one and it will cost much more than
planned. And the Air Force will not be able to reduce the man-
power as recommended.

I would be glad if either or both of you wants to comment. I have
only given you my version, and if I have misstated anything, then,
clearly, I would like for you to correct any misstatements.

Mr. PETERS. Senator, I think the numbers are generally in the
right order except that the savings we are looking to for this is only
about out $1 billion. We have booked $1.1 billion through the
FYDP at this point. There may be more there. Of the savings we
have booked, actually some of the other savings that may be in
that number you are talking about are the savings from working
the depot issues in public/private competitions, where we have had
a 29-percent cost saving on the only one that actually has been
awarded yet.

For the other two, the RFP’s I hope are coming out in the next
30 days, with an effort to try to award them toward the end of this
fiscal year.

Senator DOMENICI. Mr. Secretary, let me say that my number is
entitled to a clarification. My $4.8 billion is for 5 years, or about
$1 billion a year.

Mr. PETERS. It is $1.8 billion total over the FYDP which is the
number we have been working with, of which $700 million is de-
pots.

Senator DOMENICI. We will confirm the number. In any event, it
is a rather large number. The $4.8 billion is from your own budget
briefing.

Could I just talk about some parochial issues with you very
quickly, General and Mr. Secretary?

Senator STEVENS. If you would wait for just one second, I have
to step out for just a few minutes.

When you have finished, the next person is Senator Shelby. But
I will be back.

AIR FORCE SPACE LABORATORY

Senator DOMENICI [presiding]. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will
be finished very shortly.

When the airborne laser was being discussed by two different
Senators, I did not chime in. I know quite a bit about it. It was
invented and dreamed up in Albuquerque, NM, at Kirtland Air
Force Base and the military space lab there. It was researched
there, it was built there, and it was tested there. I have been there
and talked to everybody there. Frankly, the GAO frequently makes
mistakes and I believe they have just made a mistake in their re-
port. They did not fully listen to both sides of the debate.

They took one little piece of history and documented it for the
public as if this program was destined not to work scientifically
and physically. That is not the case. In fact, it is now touted by the
military as the only significant laser that may be in our arsenal in
the not too distant future with reference to space.

If I have misstated anything, I would ask you to correct that.

General RYAN. No, sir; I don’t think that is parochial, either. I
think you are dead-on and those are facts.
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Senator DOMENICI. With reference to the laboratory, the Air
Force laboratory, the space laboratory that used to be called Phil-
lips, in Albuquerque, am I correct that, even though you have re-
structured the way you were going to manage this, that which will
be done, that is, the mission of the former Phillips Laboratory, will
remain the same, that it will be the major space research labora-
tory for the U.S. Air Force?

General RYAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. PETERS. Yes, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. We have been told that and I assume that is
still the case.

Mr. PETERS. Yes, sir.

General RYAN. Yes, sir; I know of no plans to change that.

F-117

Senator DOMENICI. The F-117 is at Holloman Air Force Base. 1
am concerned that there will remain enough capability to ade-
quately service and maintain the F-117. With the reduction in
military personnel, is that in any way going to affect the operation
and maintenance of the F-117?

General RyaN. I don’t think so, sir. We have protected as best we
can in our budgets, even with the outsourcing and privatizing that
we talked about, the core capability to be able to generate our
forces and execute them. So I do not anticipate a problem with the
F-117.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT [EIS]

Senator DOMENICI. Holloman Air Force Base is fortunate to be
the recipient of some German training missions. I understand that
an EIS, an environmental impact statement, is being completed
with reference to an additional group of German training missions.

Do you foresee any problems with this EIS and the implementa-
tion of that plan?

Mr. PETERS. Senator, I do not. That is a high priority for us at
this point and I am not aware of any problems that exist there. It
is also a very high priority for the German Government, to get that
to happen because they are losing some of their training space in
Europe and we need to get them on to Holloman to get them the
training that they need. So that is a very high priority for us and
we are working that as fast as we can.

Senator DOMENICI. Do I gather that, Mr. Secretary, in general
you continue to be committed to working with the local community
with reference to the various concerns that are had about where
you will fly these planes and where their missions will be?

Mr. PETERS. Yes, sir. Absolutely.

PARTNERING

Senator DOMENICI. Last year, we had a shared facility that was
directed to be built in the city of Alamagordo as an experiment.
They are planning a brand new hospital. The Air Force was think-
ing of adding to theirs. They have put together a plan wherein both
would save and both would have what they need.
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We are supposed to get a final from the Air Force on their eval-
uation before they move forward. When might we expect that?

General RYAN. I would like to answer that one for the record to
give you the exact date. But I can tell you that we are very, very
positive about that partnering with Alamagordo and Holloman Air
Force Base. We think that is a wonderful idea. We think it is good
for the city, we think it is good for our folks. I will give you the
exact date of when we will have that report back to you, sir, in an
answer for the record.

[The information follows:]

SHARED FACILITY

The Air Force will submit a report to Congress, through the Office of the Assist-
ant Secretary of Defense (Health Affairs), containing its analysis and recommenda-
tions regarding this sharing proposal no later than May 31, 1998.

Senator DOMENICI. The other air base, Cannon Air Force Base,
has had some reductions because of the acceleration of phasing out
some of the F-16’s—no——

General RyaN. The F-111’s, sir.

Senator DOMENICI [continuing]. The EF-111’s. We were going to
have some and they are going to be leaving earlier.

Some of that vacuum is supposed to be filled by some training
missions from the Republic of Singapore. Might I ask, when might
that 3{g;reement be finalized? Or would you like to state that for the
record?

General RyaN. I will give you the exact date in an answer for the
record, sir. But right now, we foresee no problem with that agree-
ment with the Republic of Singapore. We think that is a go, subject
to an environmental assessment that we think will show much less
of a problem using F-16’s rather than F-111’s at the numbers we
are talking about.

Senator DOMENICI. It is not a very large number and it is a dif-
ferent airplane

General RyaN. A different airplane.

[The information follows:]

CANNON AIR FORCE BASE

Pending the outcome of the environmental assessment, we anticipate a finalized
agreement with Singapore by April 1999. Singapore plans to begin moving some of
its aircraft and personnel into Cannon AFB between October and December of 1998
with the full training complement beginning in December 1999.

BOMBER TRAINING INITIATIVES

Senator DOMENICI. You are going through a realistic bomber
training initiative, where you are looking for some places to fly
bombers at low levels. You know that New Mexico is not averse to
having many of these kinds of air space utilizations by the Air
Force taking place in our State. But we are concerned that way up
in northern New Mexico, in the communities of Taos and Santa Fe,
that they are concerned about whether this will work up there.

I am not convinced that it is an appropriate location, but I leave
that up to the evaluations and studies.

Will you continue your commitment to hold additional meetings
to provide interested residents with information and answers in
that regard?
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Mr. PETERS. Yes, Senator, we will. Senator Bingaman and I met
about this several weeks ago and at that point he asked that we
extend some deadlines. That has been done. We will continue to try
to work with you and the communities in New Mexico to make sure
they feel they have a full opportunity to comment.

Senator DOMENICI. I have the cumulative competitive resource
savings that we discussed earlier. I will hand it to you. It’s your
own briefing. It says for 6 years it is $4.8 billion. Maybe you can
tell us if this is wrong now, and you have reduced your savings pro-
jections.

Mr. PETERS. If I may, I would give you that for the record. We
will do that.

Senator DOMENICI. Please.

Mr. PETERS. I think those are not the numbers we have been
working with.

Senator DOMENICI. Something may be added to it.

[The information follows:]

O&P SAVINGS

In our fiscal year 1999 PB, the Air Force is projecting $1.8 billion cumulative sav-
ings from fiscal year 1998 through fiscal year 2003 from competitions and re-
engineering efforts. The cumulative savings by year are:

Fiscal year:

1998 $79,500,000
1999 oo, 258,800,000
2000 ... 494,800,000
2001 ... 854,700,000
2002 ... 1,300,000,000
2003 1,800,000,000

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY SOFTWARE CAPABILITY

Senator DOMENICI. I think Senator Shelby is next.

Senator SHELBY. Thank you. I will try to be brief, General.

Information technology, you are familiar with the standard sys-
tems group and other organizations that comprise the Electronics
Systems Center [ESC]. We are concerned about the software capa-
bility and what is in-house and where is it going and everything.
Do you believe it is necessary, General, for the Air Force to retain
an in-house software capability to develop and to support software
for military essential activities like standard systems?

General RYAN. I wish I could give you a “yes” or a “no” to that,
Senator.

I have asked our Director of Communications and Information,
our chief communicator, to go back and tell me whether in this day
and age, the assumption that we can get it cheaper on the outside
than building it on the inside still pertains. If you look at what is
going on in the business world today, you see a lack of capability
out there. One in every 20 jobs, that require computer skills, is
going vacant. There are 20,000 jobs in the Washington, DC, area
that are unfilled by competent computer-literate folks.

I have a son who is a captain in the Air Force who is a computer
officer. I get first-hand knowledge of those kinds of capabilities and
the Air Force’s thrust in that area.

Our real issue is can we build those kind of people in the Air
Force and retain them vice
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Senator SHELBY. Absolutely, and cost has to be a factor, too.

General RyAN. Cost has to be a factor, vice contracting out that
capability. Clearly, we can contract out that capability.

Senator SHELBY. But at what cost?

General RYaN. But is it cheaper to do it? That is what I have
asked them to tell us.

Senator SHELBY. We have some information, and I don’t know if
you have it, that it would cost more to contract out. I don’t know
if that is right.

General RYAN. I don’t know, either, sir, and that is what we are
trying to pursue. Before we make any decisions about this busi-
ness, we must go through that analysis.

Senator SHELBY. Absolutely.

RESTRUCTURING OF ELECTRONIC SYSTEMS CENTER

I am also aware, General, that General Kadish has proposed to
reorganize the Electronic Systems Center in the decision to restruc-
ture the program management authority from a standard systems
group to ESC.

What consideration was given to the contractor support relation-
ship there? If it was assumed that the reorganization would not im-
pact contractors, can you assure us that the program execution will
not be hampered by the proposed restructuring?

I know why you restructure or try to. But is this a good thing?

General RYAN. I would like to request to take that one for the
record and get back to you, sir.

Senator SHELBY. All right.

[The information follows:]

IN-HOUSE SOFTWARE CAPABILITY

In response to your questions concerning the development of software, the Air
Force views software development and maintenance as a commercial-like activity
that is neither inherently governmental nor military essential. Today we have sev-
eral software activities, including the Standard Systems Group (SSG) at Maxwell
Air Force Base, Alabama, and the Materiel Systems Group (MSG) at Wright-Patter-
son Air Force Base, Ohio, that provide software support for our standard base and
depot systems. They use a mix of active duty, government civilians and contractors
to accomplish their mission.

Just as we do with other commercial-like activities, we are reviewing the SSG and
MSG to ensure these activities are providing the best value to the taxpayer. The
decision process used to increase effectiveness and gain efficiencies in software de-
velopment and maintenance will consider a full range of options, to include
outsourcing, privatization and reengineering.

Labor is clearly the single biggest cost driver for software whether it’s done in-
house or by contractor. When comparing in-house and commercial software pro-
grammer labor costs, we must go beyond a simple comparison of fully-burdened
labor rates and weigh other factors, such as training, retention, and productivity.
We are looking very carefully at the whole picture to include the training and expe-
rience required to produce reliable, efficient, effective software. For example, if a
first-term programmer decides not to reenlist, a substantial training investment has
been made with marginal near-term and no far-term return. If a second-term air-
man does not reenlist, we have made an even greater investment with, again, only
a marginal return. We are concerned that despite offering selective reenlistment bo-
nuses, the reenlistment rate for first-term airman programmers continues to de-
cline. So far this year, it stands at 32 percent and for the second year in a row it
is below our goal of 55 percent. Reenlistment is even bleaker for second-term airman
programmers—a 28 percent reenlistment rate so far this year, and for the fifth con-
secutive year we are below our goal of 75 percent.

Another factor in the economic equation is the expected software life cycle.
Outsourcing software maintenance for systems we will deactivate in the near future
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may not be cost effective due to contractor “spin-up” costs associated with gaining
adequate experience levels. In cases where we are replacing a system, it may make
more sense to continue in-house software maintenance for the legacy system and
procure software development and maintenance for new systems.

In summary, we will look at all the cost components of our organic software capa-
bility, to include personnel, infrastructure, equipment and supplies. While we are
building the cost models to help us in the decision process, we have made no deci-
sions regarding the future of our software activities.

In response to your questions concerning the restructure of the Electronic System
Center (ESC), the Standard Systems Group (SSG) is a subordinate group under the
ESC organization. Program management authority has always been the responsibil-
ity of the ESC Commander. The restructure at ESC was a prudent action to take
in response to the revolutionary changes in the information technology environment.
With regard to the expressed concern about program execution, you have my assur-
ance that one of the restructure’s key objectives is to strengthen the emphasis on
program execution. The restructure carefully considered the relationships among the
military users, government acquisition offices, and the contractors. The government
and contractor support staffs were pooled under the SSG Executive Director to bet-
ter balance workload assignments and standardize processes throughout SSG. Pro-
gram execution has been enhanced as a result of the restructure.

JOINT AIR-TO-SURFACE STANDOFF MISSILE [JASSM]

Senator SHELBY. The joint air-to-surface standoff missile, or
JASSM, you are very familiar with. What is the status of the pro-
gram with respect to analysis of alternatives?

General RYAaN. The analysis of alternatives is currently being
briefed up through the OSD and service chain. It is a process that
I think we will be through by the end of this month.

In any case, we are looking toward a decision on the JASSM ca-
pability. As you know, the alternatives were the SLAMMER and
the JASSM variation.

We should know the answer to that here this month.

Senator SHELBY. Do you have any idea if the Navy will stay with
the program?

General RyaN. I won’t answer for the Navy, but I can tell you
from what I know of the analysis that, clearly, I think JASSM is
a very, very good system and it shows lots of potential for the fu-
ture. But I cannot speak for the Navy in that, sir.

Senator SHELBY. Mr. Secretary.

Mr. PETERS. I am sorry, but I can’t, either, on that. I know that
our competition we think is going to be very good. We are getting
very good prices. But we will have to wait and see how the analysis
of alternatives comes out.

Senator SHELBY. It has been a good weapon, hasn’t it?

General RyaN. Yes, sir.

Mr. PETERS. Yes.

Senator SHELBY. I just want briefly to hit on national missile de-
fense, if I could.

The Air Force officials, I understand, General, have repeatedly
argued that the Minuteman option complies with the ABM Treaty.
But they have never stated how it would be made treaty compliant.

Can you tell us how this can be done? If you don’t want to ad-
dress that now, you can get it back to me.

General RYAN. As you know, Senator—and I will clarify it for the
record—we have offered a Minuteman solution to a small raid ca-
pability that appeared to us to be treaty compliant. I know that the
study 1s ongoing right now on what other alternatives there are out
there to meet that kind of raid capability and whether Minuteman
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is the right missile to be used in that case. That should come to
fruition here in the next several months.
[The information follows:]

NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE

The Air Force has suggested the use of modified Minuteman missiles to perform
the role of ground-based interceptor (GBI) in an NMD system. Before any selection
of any NMD GBI, however, the USD(A&T), supported by DOD’s Compliance Review
Group (CRG) must determine whether a particular design is consistent with U.S.
treaty obligations. Unless, and until, the USD(A&T) rules, no definitive answer can
be given as to whether Minuteman-based GBI is treaty compliant.

Nevertheless, there are reasonable arguments that we could proceed with Minute-
man-based interceptors and maintain good-faith compliance with both the ABM
Treaty and START:

—Under the ABM Treaty, Minuteman-based interceptors could have such changes
that they could be considered legal ABM components and not illegally upgraded
versions of previously existing missiles.

—Under START, the Minuteman-based interceptor could be considered an ICBM
used for delivering objects into the upper atmosphere or space, in the same
manner as a space-launch vehicle or booster for communications payloads. Each
Minuteman-based interceptor would count towards START central warhead lim-
its, and be subject to the applicable START provisions.

—Although Minuteman-based interceptors would be subject to both the ABM
Treaty and START simultaneously, the two treaties are separate legal entities.
Compliance with each must be assessed in light of the specific applicable treaty
language.

Senator SHELBY. Should you not get a determination from the
compliance review group before you move way down the road on
this? Mr. Secretary, do you want to address that?

Mr. PETERS. Senator, if I may answer that, in my last life as the
Deputy General Counsel of DOD, we were looking at this. The com-
pliance review group is working on this. But they needed to have
a relatively clear architecture before they started to work because
it is a very highly fact-intensive work. But that is ongoing.

I am not sure what the date for completion is. It is a complicated
issue.

Senator SHELBY. Yes, very complicated.

Do you want to get back to me on it and explain what you plan
to do, if you plan to do anything, and how?

Mr. PETERS. Yes, sir.

[The information follows:]

TREATY COMPLIANCE

The Air Force strongly supports the National Missile Defense (NMD) Joint Pro-
gram Office process identifying the best system from among various options—includ-
ing the Minuteman NMD option. As part of this process, the government will select
the booster within 90 days after contract award. The LSI contract was awarded on
April 30, 1998. On or about July 30, 1998, the booster part of the NMD architecture
will become known. It is only after this point that the Compliance Review Group
would definitively rule on treaty compliance of the booster selected, whether Min-
uteman or an alternative design.

EVOLVED EXPENDABLE LAUNCH VEHICLE [EELV]

Senator SHELBY. What about the evolved expendable launch ve-
hicle? General, are you familiar with that?

General RYAN. Yes, sir.

Senator SHELBY. I understand the Air Force has announced a
new acquisition strategy for this program that appears to leverage
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the commercial market for space launch and will meet the cost-sav-
ing requirements and national security objectives.

Explain your new strategy and how it benefits the military, in-
dustry, and, of course, the taxpayers, which is very important.

General RYAN. Sir, space is the new frontier. We have seen on
the commercial side today an increase in the use of space to the
point where the military, even the Government, will be the minor-
ity member out there as we move into this next century. The
amount of money that is going to be spent on space support and
orbital capability is kind of mind boggling.

As we went into the strategy for EELV, we were thinking about
down-selecting to one or the other. It appears that in the commer-
cial market out there, they will be planning for both.

Senator SHELBY. Good opportunities, yes?

General RYAN. Good opportunities, and this is a partnering be-
tween industry and the Air Force that will benefit both.

We think that the EELV will get the cost per pound launch to
orbit significantly down. If we are going to become an aerospace Air
Force, if we are going to become an aerospace Nation, we have to
get the cost per pound to orbit down significantly, and this is a
really good step on the way to that.

4 Senator SHELBY. It is a good opportunity and you can, hopefully,
o it.

General RYAN. Yes, sir.

Senator SHELBY. Are you familiar with what Boeing has done in
my home State?

General RYAN. Yes, sir.

Senator SHELBY. Mr. Secretary, do you have a comment?

Mr. PETERS. No; I think this is really the way we ought to be
going.

We are looking, in the Air Force, at trying to leverage our dollars
both for acquisition and for science and technology research with
industry and with other Government agencies. I think it is clear to
us that we need to partner with the commercial world in many
ways that we are not doing now because there will be a huge de-
mand in that area. We still provide a lot of the lift services and
launch services and we need to look at how we are doing that.

Just earlier this month we signed a deal with the National Re-
connaissance Office [NRO] and with the Defense Advanced Re-
search Project Agency [DARPA] to do a mobile tracking satellite
system in space. Each one of us is picking up about one-third of
the cost of that. We also are contributing an EELV to get it up in
space.

We have asked our Scientific Advisory Board [SAB], our science
advisors, to give us a plan that we call doable space. This is to look
at what industry and Government need to do to define critical tech-
nologies and to give us some ideas about how we could partner
with industry to achieve those technologies by using joint funds. I
think that is clearly the way we are going to go and I think EELV
is a good example of the many benefits that can be obtained by get-
ting private industry to participate at the same time that we are
participating in the programs.

Senator SHELBY. Basically you are looking to the market for
some help?
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Mr. PETERS. Yes, absolutely.

General RYAN. Yes, sir.

Senator SHELBY. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator STEVENS [presiding]. Yes, sir.
Senator Bumpers.

MODERNIZATION OF C—130’S

Senator BUMPERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary and General Ryan, let me ask you both this ques-
tion.

In your posture statement, on page 35 you state that your cur-
rent plan is to modernize more than 350 existing C-130’s. Let me
just say at the outset that I strongly agree with that. I notice that
you are only asking for one C-130dJ. I don’t want to get into the
1C—13OJ fight. I am sure it is a fine airplane, but it costs $64 mil-
ion.

My guess is—and I am not privy to what precisely it would cost
to do the modernization of these C-130’s—my guess is that you
could probably modernize about eight C-130’s for what it would
cost to buy one new C-130dJ.

The modernization plan could take those planes’ usefulness up to
the year 2030 or so. That seems to me like one of the best ways
in the tight budgetary constraints of DOD and the Air Force, and
particularly this morning, to do this. It seems like an immensely
wise thing to do.

Incidentally, I assume that that is the plan now, since it is in the
posture statement.

Mr. PETERS. Senator, let me address that, if I may.

We have asked our air mobility commanders to give us a better
idea of how to structure this program. As you know, we have had
C-130 modernization money in the budget for some time. General
Kross has given us the preliminary view that we would probably
do better by spending that money in a different way to create
something he has called the C-130X, which is a glass cockpit, mod-
ernized C-130, rather than doing it in drabs as these things go
through program maintenance.

He is coming in his year 2000 program objective memorandum
[POM] with a program that will do that, to let us look at that.

Senator BUMPERS. That is fine, too, Mr. Secretary. I am for that,
too.

Mr. PETERS. I think we are definitely going in that direction.

With respect to the J’s, we have done two things in the 1999
budget. We have added one to round out the number that we have
been given. Second, we have added all the spare parts and support
equipment that are necessary to run all of the other ones that have
been added by Congress. So our hope is that, at the end of 1999,
we would have a useful fleet of J’s in the budget and that we would
also have a roadmap for what to do with our older C-130’s, some
of which will obviously be retired because it will not be economical
to upgrade them. But many of them should be upgraded to a com-
mon cockpit.

Senator BUMPERS. General Ryan, would you like to add anything
to that?
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General RYAN. No; it will be a balance between J’s and what we
call X, bringing the old ones, eight different models that we have,
up to a common configuration.

AIR MOBILITY COMMAND UPGRADES

Senator BUMPERS. We are talking about getting the biggest bang
for our buck. That is the reason I raised the question. I don’t want
to get into the fight if you have the money and you can see fit to
do that. But I think it would be foolish to limit ourselves to a $64
million plane when you can get the same capability, essentially, for
probably around $8 million with the existing planes we have. It
would be foolish not to do that.

Incidentally, I think Air Mobility Command now wants to buy
more C-17’s, isn’t that correct?

General RYAN. The Commander of Transportation Command has
said that he needs another 15 to fill out the special operations ca-
pability that he is on tap for.

Senator BUMPERS. Well, I would not fight about that. It is a good
airplane. I always thought it was too expensive and I would have
done something different. But now that we have it and we are
building it, why I don’t object to that.

On a parochial issue, regarding the National Guard’s 188th
Fighter Wing, in Fort Smith, AR. Since 1994, I have been trying
to get those F-16’s updated or replaced. We know that we are not
buying any more, even though Lockheed wants to sell us some
more.

I think those aircraft should undergo what Lockheed calls a mid-
life update program.

Incidentally, I would like to get in on that myself, a midlife up-
date. [Laughter]

GUARD AND RESERVE UPGRADES

Tom Harkin, to whom I would defer on this because of his own
expertise, being a fighter pilot and so on—the other day we were
told that only 29 percent of our pilots were reupping.

General Ryan, we talked this morning about the major effort you
make to get those people in the Reserves who do not reup. The
point I want to make is this.

If you have an F-16 pilot who is not reupping and you say to him
why don’t you join the 188th Fighter Wing here in Fort Smith, and
he is looking at a plane that is really outdated compared to the one
he has been flying—well, I won’t say it is outdated, but it sure has
less capability than the one he has been flying—would you not con-
sider that a deterrent to him on whether or not to enlist in the
Guard?

General RyaN. I believe that we have done a very, very good job
in providing the Guard with modern capability. Our A models that
are still in the Guard are well maintained and are very, very good.
They lack some of the state-of-the-art things that we have in some
of our other aircraft, like precision munitions, et cetera.

So yes, we were looking at how to upgrade and divest ourselves
of all of our F-16A and B models in this last budget that we went
through. We will continue to try to upgrade those kinds of capabili-
ties.
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One of the problems we ran into was this idea that we could not
shift a wing out of the active component into the Guard and get
the tumble-down effect of the better capability because it would
download bases. So we kind of got trapped a little bit in not being
able to get those forces, particularly the ones that you are talking
about, out of the inventory.

We will continue to look at it, sir, and in our next budget we will
address the modernization of those less capable aircraft, for in-
stance, the F-15A and the F-16A models.

Senator BUMPERS. I hope you will, General. This is my last year.
This will be the fourth year, at least, that I have worked on trying
to get a modernization program for new planes in that fighter wing
in Fort Smith. It is a fine organization.

The Europeans are doing this, are they not? Are they not doing
the midlife update on their F-16’s?

General RYAN. They are doing the midlife upgrade. Yes, sir.

Senator BUMPERS. There is one other point on that. I asked Gen-
eral Hawley about this and he wrote me back a strange letter that
I do not understand. Perhaps you can explain it to me.

He says that plans to update the 188th have been scrapped be-
cause of discussions between the administration and the Congress
on BRAC legislation. I didn’t understand that. What is the rel-
evance of the BRAC legislation on upgrading the F-16’s?

General RYAN. When we had built our budget for this year, the
1999 budget, part of the QDR, the “Quadrennial Defense Review,”
said to move a wing from the active component into the Guard and
that would allow us to modernize some of these aircraft. We were
unable to do that because of the resistance that the administration
felt would be there in downloading bases without a BRAC legisla-
tion. I think that is where he is coming from.

F—22’S

Senator BUMPERS. We are now talking about buying 339 F-22’s,
is that correct?

General RyaN. That’s correct, sir.

Senator BUMPERS. We are looking now at a 5-month delay in
testing and delivery of the first five F-22’s because, apparently, of
this new high tech casting of titanium parts, as opposed to alu-
minum.

You know, and I make no bones about it, that I have been an
ardent, adamant, long-time opponent of the F—22. I am about ready
to concede that I have lost that. So I got a spending cap put on last
year’s authorization bill. That was the Armed Services Committee
and Senator Levin and Senator Warner agreed to it.

What is this 5-month delay going to do to the spending cap?

General RYAN. We see no impact on the spending cap. The delay
is 5 months.

Senator BUMPERS. You think it will still come in under the cap
that we had in the bill last year?

General RYAN. Yes, sir; we have the agreement of all of the man-
ufacturers to be able to do that.

The 5-month delay has to do with the third aircraft that is going
to come off the line. Remembering that we are in the EMD phase,
engineering and manufacturing, this was one of the things that we
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have an EMD phase for, to determine the viability of the manufac-
turing techniques. We have gone back and redone the technique of
not only how to do the weld but to inspect the welds to make sure
they are secure.

That has put us behind, on that aircraft, 5 months. We have a
catchup plan that, by the time we get to the seventh airplane, we
will be caught up.

Senator BUMPERS. And when is that?

General RyaN. I can give you a date on that, sir. I will give it
to you for the record.

[The information follows:]

F-22

The F-22 Initial Operational Test and Evaluation (IOT&E) start (August 2002)
and Milestone IIT (July 2003) have not changed due to the recent manufacturing
delays. The Air Force has replanned the F-22 flight test work to accommodate a
2 week to 5 month delay to deliver aircraft from manufacturing to flight test. These
delays affect test aircraft 4003 (5.3 months) through aircraft 4006 (2 weeks). The
schedule for aircraft 4007 is not affected by the manufacturing issues, and it will
meet the original planned first flight date in September 2000.

General RYAN. But our ninth—we have nine airplanes in that
EMD phase. Then we start into the production airplanes, the pro-
duction decision being made this year for the first two.

Senator BUMPERS. What is the initial phase—five for the first
year of production, five F—22’s? Is that in 1999?

General RYAN. There are two in the first lot for this year.

Senator BUMPERS. That is for 19987

General RYAN. That’s for 1999.

Se‘?ator BuMPERS. For 1999? You have two in the budget for next
year?

General RYAN. Yes, sir.

Senator BUMPERS. For year 2000, you have five?

General RYAN. There are six, and then I will give you the ramp.

Senator BUMPERS. You can supply that for the record, if you will.

General RYAN. Yes, sir.

[The information follows:]

F-22 Production Quantities

Quantity
Fiscal year:

T999 ettt a ettt bt sbe b naes 2
2000 ............ 6
2001 .... 10
2002 ............ 16
2003 ............ 24
2004-11 1281
Total 339

1Maximum production rate is 36 aircraft per year.
BOMBER STATUS

Senator BUMPERS. On bombers, let me ask you this.

How many B-1’s do we have left? We lost another one the other
day.

General RYaN. Right. We are at 92, I think, total in the active
inventory.

Senator BUMPERS. Is the B—1 now purely for conventional use?
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General RYAN. Yes, sir; it has been deemed that under START
IT negotiations, that it would be so equipped and that it would not
be equipped to deliver nuclear weapons.

Senator BUMPERS. How many B-52’s do we have in the Middle
East right now?

General RYAN. We have, on the ramp at Diego Garcia, 14.

Senator BUMPERS. Fourteen?

General RYAN. And we have three B-1’s.

Senator BUMPERS. Three B—1’s?

General RYAN. Yes, sir.

Senator BUMPERS. I take it they are not there just for show. We
would use those in the event of an attack against Iraq?

General RYAN. Absolutely.

Senator BUMPERS. How many B—52’s do we have left?

General RYAN. B-52’s?

Senator BUMPERS. Yes—in the Air Force. Is it 150?

General RYAN. Right now, we have 94.

Senator BUMPERS. One hundred seventy-four?

General RYAN. Ninety-four total B-52’s.

Senator BUMPERS. What is the longest life expectancy of those
planes?

General RYAN. They go out to 2030.

Senator BUMPERS. OK. Back to C-130’s: I want to be sure that
the record is clear on this.

If we go through this modernization of 350 C-130’s, which, ac-
cording to your posture statement is your present plan, most of
thos‘;e planes would be viable until the year 2030-40, is that cor-
rect’

Mr. PETERS. That is an approximate number, yes.

Senator BUMPERS. I want to close my questioning, Mr. Chair-
man, by again reiterating my strong support for that idea. As I say,
I am not trying to stop the production of the C-130J’s. But I think
the C-130X makes a lot more sense. I think the modernization of
that fleet makes a lot more sense.

You know what your budget constraints are. In my opinion, you
are just getting a lot more there.

Now I have a parochial interest. I have Little Rock Air Force
Base which is the major C-130 training base in the United States.
I want it to stay that way, of course.

Incidentally, you just put a new engine facility down there the
other day, and I thank you for that. But I like to think that I am
looking at this above and beyond my parochial interests. I would
think that you would have that same interest given the budget con-
straints in which you are operating.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

COLLISION AVOIDANCE SYSTEM

Senator STEVENS. Thank you, gentlemen.

I do have just two short questions. I am sure you are aware of
the CBS “60 Minutes” show that highlighted the C-141 midair col-
lision with the German aircraft off Africa. Two years ago, after the
crash of Secretary Brown’s plane, we put money into the bill, $32.5
million, for aviation and safety equipment, which included the en-
hanced ground proximity warning system with the digital terrain
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data base to address controlled flight into terrain [CFIT] and the
traffic alert and collision avoidance system [TCAS]. We have also
had predictive windshear, radar, and cockpit voice recorders and
flight data recorders.

I want to ask about TCAS. I was surprised to find that TCAS is
not on the C-17?

Mr. PETERS. It is not currently on the C-17, Senator, but there
are plans to reengineer it onto the C-17.

Senator STEVENS. I thought we put up enough money and we got
the plan to satisfy all the requirements for DOD passenger carry-
ing aircraft?

Mr. PETERS. The C-17 can carry passengers. But the emphasis
is in putting it on our fleet that only carries passengers first, such
as the C-20’s and the aircraft the 89th Wing flies and others.
Those are at the head of the line, followed by the aircraft that
carry cargo and passengers.

Senator STEVENS. I am told that the private commercial airline
industry has voluntarily equipped its entire fleet with the en-
hanced ground proximity warning system and that we are lagging
behind that. I think, particularly on the planes that are going to
be used for the deployment of our forces, the C-17 is, basically, for
deployment of our forces abroad, as I understand it, beyond being
a cargo plane.

I want to ask you one more question. Why is there not a plan—
I thought we funded a plan to assure that all passenger aircraft of
the Air Force, particularly the large troop carrier aircraft, would
have the latest safety equipment. Now if you need money, I would
like to know that for the record.

What would it cost to assure that is the case? I cannot believe
we should not have that equipment on the C-17.

Mr. PETERS. Senator, right now, at the current schedule I believe
our passenger carrying aircraft will all have TCAS and these other
safety enhancements by around the year 2000, and the TCAS will
be going on all of our aircraft by 2005.

Senator STEVENS. What about the C-17’s? You can get more peo-
ple on C-17s than any other airplane when we carry them and
when our troops are going to be deployed overseas. They are the
ones, I would think, that would need that basic system.

Mr. PETERS. Let us get back to you for the record with the exact
date that it is going on the assembly line. It is in development and
there is a date on which it gets put on the assembly line. Then it
gets retrofitted back onto the C-17’s. I don’t have that date with
me today. But let us get back to you for the record on that.

[The information follows:]

SAFETY ENHANCEMENTS

The Air Force will have the Traffic Alert and Collision Avoidance System (TCAS)
installed on C-17 production aircraft (P—71) beginning in fiscal year 2001; retrofits
for the first 70 aircraft will be complete by fiscal year 2002. Therefore, all C-17’s
that the Air Force possesses as of fiscal year 2002, will be equipped with TCAS; new
C-17’s received after that time will be delivered with TCAS already installed.

Senator STEVENS. My mind slips back to the rescue mission to
take people out of Iran. Had there been a TCAS on that plane, we
would not have had to abort that mission.
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The real problem about that is, if we deploy to Iraq or anywhere
out there, we must be using C-17s almost daily in this deploy-
ment. Aren’t we?

General RYAN. Oh, yes, sir.

Mr. PETERS. Yes, sir.

Senator STEVENS. Isn’t that a passenger aircraft, then, General?

General RyaN. It is both a passenger and air cargo. Yes, sir. But
our primary passenger aircraft are first in our prioritization
scheme.

C—17 SUPPORT

Senator STEVENS. I would hope that the ones that are carrying
the largest number of troops would be moved up in that schedule
if it is at all possible.

Again, if you need money, we ought to be able to find money for
that.

Last, on the C-17, let me leave you with this comment and you
can make some comments for the record if you like.

As I understand it, the C-17’s are going to be at McCord, they
are going to be at Altus, in Omaha, and in Charleston. That is
where they will be based.

If they are the primary deployment mechanism of our combat
forces, that means that Fort Lewis and Fort Bragg, in particular,
will be the enhanced area for troops to be deployed with the C-17.

If you also then have megalopolis sort of bases now for the fight-
er aircraft, it looks like we are heading toward a situation where
we will have very, very few bases for the Air Force. Is that really
the plan?

I should think we learned a lesson from Pearl Harbor about put-
ting all of our assets in one place. If we are going to have the Army
in Fort Lewis and McCord built up, if we are going to have
Charleston built up for C-17’s and Fort Bragg, we, obviously, are
going to lose a lot of, really, the safety in deployments at several
other locations in the country.

I am hearing you this morning saying you would rather have
enormous bases now for the fighter aircraft and for the other air-
craft, just as we are going to have for the C-17’s.

That plan is not really reflected in this posture statement.

Mr. PETERS. No; at this point, Senator, it is not. This is in the
works. We are trying to work this out.

I think enormous is a stretch because there are other consider-
ations such as proximity to air space and, as you suggest, distribut-
ing troops in multiple bases.

But what we need to do is—we need to make sure that we have
enough people on our primary bases from which we deploy so that
when people are deployed, the people who are left at home do not
have to work 12 hour shifts and do not have many of the same
problems they have when they deploy.

What we need to do to lift our retention, we think, is to try to
make sure that, when people are at home base, that they have
more of a regular workweek, a 40-hour workweek, a time to be
with their families, and a time to decompress from the stresses of
deployment.
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So what we are looking at is a basing scheme that will facilitate
that.

Our sense is it means that we will have a number of larger
bases. But there are other alternatives, such as we have done with
the security forces, where we have a core security forces group and
people fall in with them.

So we are doing a planning effort on that this year, to try to fig-
ure out exactly what the implications of that are.

We don’t have an answer to that yet. This is really a response
to the fact that we see that money alone is not the answer for re-
taining our key people. We need to provide them with quality of life
when they are at home training that is more normal and allows
them to do the things which all of us want to do during the work-
weeks when we are at home.

That is what we are trying to look at, trying to figure out how
to balance our forces to get there.

Senator STEVENS. We would be interested in that.

I see for the three locations for the C—17—I don’t know what the
plan is to deploy forces from California, Arizona, or Texas. Are you
going to fly the C—17’s south to go back north again? Similarly, if
you look at the forces deployed in New England, the C-17’s are
down in Charleston. I am seeing the Army start to consolidate its
deployment around the bases where they know the C-17’s will be.
That is what I am saying. I am not sure that has been thought
through yet.

I would like to have your comments later on that.

[The information follows:]

SUPERBASES

Consolidation of similar forces and complementary missions at the same base en-
ables the Air Force to realize efficiencies—both operational and financial—as we
execute our global responsibilities.

We believe that by consolidating our forces on fewer bases, we can meet the chal-
lenges of today’s expeditionary Air Force in two important respects. First, this con-
solidation enhances our versatility to operate during deployments. Second, it en-
ables us to “manage” the workload levied on those personnel not deployed—relieving
them of “routine” 12-hour workdays.

Finally, force consolidations enable us to reduce our infrastructure saving valu-
able resources—as we match our basing structure with our post Cold War reduced
force structure.

With respect to C-17 basing, proper force consolidation is a complex issue, one
that requires extremely careful analysis. As our basing plans mature, we will con-
sult with the Congress at the appropriate time.

ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS

Senator STEVENS. We will be submitting additional questions
from various Senators to the Department for your response in the
record.

[The following questions were not asked at the hearing, but were
submitted to the Department for response subsequent to the hear-
ing:]
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED TO SECRETARY F. WHITTEN PETERS

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR TED STEVENS
F—22

Question. Last year the Air Force insisted that it could deliver 438 F—22’s for $48
billion. Can you explain why 339 F-22’s will now cost $43.4 billion?

Answer. The Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) in May 1997 reduced the pro-
duction quantity from 438 to 339, reduced the Low Rate Initial Production quantity
from 70 to 58, and reduced the maximum production rate from 48 per year to 36
per year. This reduction in aircraft quantity and efficient production rates causes
the F-22 unit costs to increase. The decrease in efficient production results in an
increase to contractor overhead, an increase in the cost of materials due to smaller
quantity buys, and an increase in subcontractor risk and cost. The combined effects
of the QDR changes reduced the production cost from $48 billion to $43.4 billion.

Question. As the F-22 begins flight testing and avionics integration, what risk
areas are being carefully monitored by the Air Force?

Answer. During flight test the Air Force will monitor mechanical performance
(such as landing gear and braking capabilities), structural loads, the flying qualities
of the aircraft, and engine capabilities. During avionics integration the Air Force
will particularly monitor the radar performance in the flying test bed, the delivery
of Communications/Navigation/Identification (CNI) hardware and software, and Mis-
sion Software integration. The Mission Software coordinates the sensors, processors,
controls, and displays in the aircraft.

In addition to monitoring all technical performance items in flight test and avi-
onics integration, the Air Force is closely monitoring the cost and schedule status
of all critical systems and subsystems.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PETE V. DOMENICI
PRIVATIZATION

Question. How did the Air Force arrive at the number of civilian and military jobs
to be eliminated and/or contracted out?

Answer. Through an Air Force initiative called Jump Start, the Air Force re-
viewed our total work force to determine the positions that could be competed with
the private sector. We then removed from consideration any position, civilian or
military, that was considered wartime deployable, forward based, military essential
or inherently governmental. The remaining positions fell into the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget category of commercial activity, which is the category of positions
the Air Force considers for competition. In addition, we decreased this category of
positions for competition consideration to account for rotation base to support over-
seas and career field sustainment.

Question. Were specific, individual studies performed to analyze the savings and
appropriateness of activities to compete? Or, was a goal imposed “from the top?”

Answer. A goal was not imposed “from the top” regarding activities to consider
for competition. Through an Air Force initiative called Jump Start, the Air Force,
in coordination with the major commands, reviewed the total work force to deter-
mine if a function was a commercial activity that could be competed with the pri-
vate sector. We then removed from consideration any position, civilian or military,
that was considered wartime deployable, forward based, military essential or inher-
ently governmental. The remaining positions fell into the Office of Management and
Budget category of commercial activity which is the category of positions the Air
Force considers for competition. In addition, we decreased this category of positions
for competition consideration to account for rotation base to support overseas and
career field sustainment.

Question. How did the Air Force determine that contracting out saves 25 percent?
Why do the Army and Navy assume different savings? Please provide copies of the
anal}kf)sis you performed to come to the conclusion that 25 percent was the right
number.

Answer. The Air Force does not presume that our A-76 cost comparisons will re-
sult in a contracting decision since historical data indicate 40 percent of the cost
comparisons are retained in-house. The 25 percent savings is calculated based on
our historical cost comparison data that are maintained in a data base called the
Commercial Activities Management Information System (CAMIS). CAMIS is a DOD
required data base that has been in-place since 1979. Air Force data indicate that
since 1979 the average savings the Air Force has achieved in conducting cost com-
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parisons is 24 percent regardless of whether we contract the function or retain it
in-house under a most efficient organization (MEO). However, savings for cost com-
parisons over the last 10 years have been 34 percent. Therefore, in projecting our
cost comparison savings for the fiscal year 1999 President’s Budget, the Air Force
used a conservative percentage of 25 percent to ensure we could achieve our savings
goal. The Air Force cannot address the Army and Navy’s savings. The analysis is
a running average and is the actual result of studies extracted from the CAMIS
data base which contains over 1,200 A-76 initiatives conducted since 1979.

Question. With fewer military personnel and DOD civilians after all this contract-
ing out, what will be the impact on overseas rotations and “perstempo” problems?

Answer. The Air Force continually analyzes the effects of competition and privat-
ization efforts on both enlisted and officer career fields to identify early on any im-
pact on overseas rotations and perstempo. When analysis reveals a potential impact
on overseas rotations or perstempo, that particular skill will be removed from con-
sideration for competition. The Air Force has a formal process to identify its mini-
mum military essential requirements with a key element of this minimum military
essential requirement being overseas rotation. This process is ongoing and will con-
tinue to be used in the future to ensure mission readiness. The Air Force is commit-
ted to competition and privatization, but not at the expense of mission readiness or
unacceptable impacts on our people.

Question. How will the Air Force monitor and document the progress in achieving
your outsourcing programs and achieving the planned savings? How will these data
be confirmed by an outside party?

Answer. The Air Force will monitor and document the progress and savings of
cost comparisons and direct conversions through the Commercial Activities Manage-
ment Information System (CAMIS). CAMIS is a DOD required data base and
CAMIS data is available to any interested party at any time.

Question. What actions do you plan if the savings do not materialize as planned?
More outsourcing? Cuts in procurement? Force structure? Readiness?

Answer. Air Force has stated that our competition program is aggressive and has
risks, (e.g., supplier availability, level of savings). If the Air Force 1s able to execute
our planned competition candidates, we should be able to meet our projected sav-
ings. If we find that we cannot achieve the projected savings, we will need to rebal-
ance our modernization and readiness accounts to reflect the reduced savings.

Question. Please list the specific positions, functions, and locations to be competed
or outsourced for the state of New Mexico. When will this data be available, if you
do not have it now?

Answer. The data is shown below:

Announced
Base/function authoriza- Announced date Decision date
tions
Cannon AFB: Military Family Housing Maintenance ....... 21 April 1996 ........... February 1998.
Holloman AFB: Military Family Housing Maintenance .... 66 May 1997 ... November 1998.
Kirtland AFB:
PMEL L Lot 51 May 1996 .......... August 1997.
Base Supply? 170 May 199 ............ November 1997.
Communication Functions .. 54 April 1997 ......... May 1998.
Base Communications 228 November 1997 ... October 1998.
Dormitory Management3 .........cccoooeveereiverrerrnnnn. 6 February 1997 ... May 1998.

I Tentative Decision for PMEL was In-House; pending completion of the administrative appeal process.
2Tentative decision for Base Supply was Contract; pending completion of the administrative appeal process.
3Direct conversion to contract.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JUDD GREGG
PARTNERSHIP FOR PEACE

Question. In the past, the Administration has indicated that the Partnership for
Peace program will help decrease international military tensions. It further stated
intentions to enhance and strengthen the program and to ensure that Russia is in-
cluded, not excluded. Your statement indicates that “recently, the focus of our coop-
erative engagement and stability enhancement efforts have been in our Partnership
for Peace participation.” Has Russia been included in any Air Force Partnership for



U:\02HEAR\1999\02MA04.001

117

Peace efforts in the last several years? If so, what is the Russian reaction to the
Partnership for Peace program?

Answer. The most recent effort was last fall when Russia participated in
CENTRAZBAT 97, an “in the spirit of Partnership for Peace” exercise in Central
Asia which focused on peacekeeping. At the operational level, Russian reactions are
positive. Challenges remain in the political sense in so far as many Russians link
Partnership for Peace to NATO expansion. Compounding the problem is a lack of
Russia’s financial resources. We are encouraged by the signing of the Founding Act
last May. More dialogue has since taken place and the GOR signed an Individual
Partnership Program in January of this year, a very positive indicator for future ac-
tivities.

Question. Do you think the program decreases possible Russian concerns about
NATO expansion? Some specific examples please?

Answer. The results at the operational level are positive where the Russians can
see the benefits of cooperation, such as last fall at CENTRAZBAT 97. We expect this
benefit to expand as the Russians observe less and participate more with the sign-
ing of the Individual Partnership Program in January. Many in Russia see a direct
link between Partnership for Peace and NATO expansion. The USG will continue
to have a major political challenge convincing Russia that NATO expansion is not
a threat. Programs such as Partnership for Peace engage the GOR and help allevi-
ate Russian fears.

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY PROGRAMS

Question. In September and October 1997 there were news reports of a possible
U.S. Air Force decision to terminate all atmospheric sciences, electro-optic sensor,
and photonics Science and Technology base research starting in October 1988. It
was reported that the proposal would possibly force the closure of the Atmospheric
Sciences Division and the Electromagnetics and Reliability Directorate at Hanscom
AFB, Massachusetts, and result in the elimination of several hundred jobs. Please
provide information on the Air Force’s near and long term projections for those
Science and Technology programs, including specifically any work programmed for
Hanscom AFB, Massachusetts?

Answer. The Air Force Research Laboratory (AFRL) has no plans to terminate all
atmospheric sciences, electro-optic sensor, and photonics research beginning in Octo-
ber 1998. Air Force Science and Technology (S&T) funding for Hanscom Air Force
Base (AFB) activities has been reduced approximately 16 percent in fiscal year 1999
from the fiscal year 1998 President’s Budget (equates to an 8 percent reduction from
the fiscal year 1998 appropriated level); however, there will be no involuntary reduc-
tions in fiscal year 1998 and there are no planned involuntary reductions in fiscal
year 1999 for S&T personnel at Hanscom AFB. In addition to any future potential
personnel cuts triggered by fiscal year 1999 budget reductions, a reduction of nine
military positions has been planned as part of a previously mandated workforce
drawdown.

As the Air Force becomes more dependent on space assets, space-related require-
ments will demand more S&T activities. Some of this work, including the study of
space environments and solar effects, will continue to be conducted at Hanscom
AFB. We value the contributions of Hanscom AFB over many years and look for-
ward to significant work from Hanscom in the future.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR DANIEL K. INOUYE
FUNDING FOR CONTINGENCIES

Question. When must the Air Force receive reasonable assurance that supple-
mental funding for contingencies will be made available?

Answer. The Air Force must receive reasonable assurance by the end of April/
early May that supplemental funding will be received by July 1998. If funding is
not received by then, we will be forced to curtail or defer operations, maintenance,
training, and sustainment activities in the fourth quarter in order to support the
significant cost of responding to the crisis in Southwest Asia, resulting in severe
readiness impacts and mission degradation.

Question. When must the Air Force receive the funding in order to preclude ad-
versely affecting readiness?

Answer. The significant costs of continuing our presence in Bosnia and responding
to the crisis in Southwest Asia cannot be managed beyond July without an intoler-
able impact on readiness.
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Question. What actions will the Air Force likely be forced to take if the assurance
and the funds are not made available?

Answer. Peacetime flight training will be severely curtailed in early fiscal year
1998/4 in order to continue Operations Southern and Northern Watch, Bosnia and
Counterdrug operations. As a result, for those units not directly supporting these
contingencies, we anticipate crew readiness will decline, aircraft mission capable
rates will continue to erode, and spare parts and inventories will further be de-
pleted. Pilot training will be curtailed, further aggravating the pilot shortage. Bot-
tom line—the current decline in retention and readiness will accelerate, requiring
two to three years and an increase in funding to recover.

F—22

Question. GAO recommended Congress defer $595 million from fiscal year 1999
for the first two F—22 production aircraft due to program delays. What 1s the Air
Force’s position on this?

Answer. The Air Force does not support the GAO recommendation because it
would seriously impact the program. A one year slip to the program would break
the EMD and production cost caps, cause a $2.75 billion total funding impact, and
force an IOC slip of 12 months.

The GAO’s recommendation is based on three concerns: (1) delays in the flight
test program; (2) a perception that the F-22 program has fewer stable manufactur-
ing processes compared to other civilian and military programs; and (3) delays in
avionics software development and testing.

The Air Force disagrees with these concerns. The F-22 is ready for production
based on 43,889 hours of wind tunnel testing, 6,200 hours of engine testing, 2,100
CPU hours modeling and simulation, and 180 flight test hours that will occur this
year.

By December 1998, 75 percent of avionics hardware will be delivered using pro-
duction rather than developmental processes. Also, it is invalid to compare the F—
22’s manufacturing processes to other programs because of differences in tech-
nologies, manufacturing processes, tolerances, degrees of maturity, level of commer-
cial components in the design, etc.

Avionics software risks are well defined. The current schedule has 5 months of
margin in the development of software Blocks 1 through 3.1.

Question. With the reduced F-22 buy of 339 aircraft, what assurances can you
give that the aircraft can be produced without cost growth normally experienced
when a program is reduced and stretched?

Answer. The Air Force and Contractor team are committed to live within the Con-
gressionally mandated cost caps and are realizing significant potential production
cost reductions. The F-22 contractors are progressing toward validating cost reduc-
tion initiatives valued at $15.2 billion. Our post-QDR goal was $12.7 billion while
our current estimate is $15.2 billion. The government-contractor team signed a
Memorandum of Understanding on January 14, 1998 committing to deliver 339 air-
craft under the Congressionally mandated cost cap. The cost cap represents the cost
of delivering a 339 aircraft program as determined by a joint government-contractor
team.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED TO GEN. MICHAEL E. RYAN

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR TED STEVENS
CONTINUATION PAY AND AVIATION CAREER INCENTIVE PAY

Question. What percentage of pilots receiving Aviation Continuation Pay and
Aviation Career Incentive Pay are in non-flying billets at this time?

Answer. Twenty-eight percent of the pilots currently receiving Aviation Continu-
ation Pay (ACP) and 23 percent of the pilots receiving Aviation Career Incentive
Pay (ACIP) are in non-flying billets. These pilots are either attending Professional
Military Education, filling leadership positions, or providing operational expertise to
Air Force and joint staffs.

PAY EQUITY

Question. Is there equity in pushing to increase pay for pilots again in fiscal year
1999, without addressing the needs of aircraft maintenance professionals and other
specialties vital to the mission?

Answer. The Air Force is not requesting a pay increase specifically for pilots in
fiscal year 1999. The Air Force’s retention gameplan is designed to reduce tempo,
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improve quality of life, enhance compensation, and improve personnel policies.
These initiatives address the concerns of all Air Force members.

Many of the following compensation enhancements we requested and received in
the 1998 National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) were designed to improve the
quality of life for all of our members. The NDAA:

—Increased Family Separation Allowance from $75 to $100 per month for those

members separated from their families for more than 30 days;

—Included provision to protect an individual’s total pay from decreases related to

their assignment to field conditions at home station or deployed; and

—Provided new authority to pay up to $300 per month to those assigned to loca-

tions considered less desirable or safe which present “quality of life hardships”.

The Air Force will continue to use a variety of tools, to include selective reenlist-
ment bonuses, to ensure retention of critical enlisted specialties within the Air
Force. The Department of Defense is also evaluating whether increased pays, in-
cluding new authorities, are necessary to improve the retention of selected career
enlisted specialties.

PERSTEMPO

Question. Given the PERSTEMPO turmoil associated with peacekeeping missions,
why has the Air Force limited deployments to 45 days, when increased lengths
would provide stability to rear area units?

Answer. Shorter duration deployments for some Air Force aviation units ensure
the highly technical skills developed in our airmen do not atrophy because of limited
training opportunities while deployed.

Shorter deployments also favorably address several key quality of life concerns
identified by our people. Given sufficient notice prior to deployment, disruption is
minimized and the benefits include: Improved management of pre- and post-deploy-
ment training requirements; overall unit readiness is better sustained over the
course of a 45-day rotation; and reduced length of family separation.

FLYING HOUR PROGRAM

Question. 1 understand that the Air Force is continuing to experience shortfalls
in the flying hour program, particularly in spare parts. What is the current shortfall
and how are you resolving it? Do you project a problem in fiscal year 1999?

Answer. High OPTEMPO and aging aircraft continue to increase the cost of our
flying hour program. The flying hour program is predicated on historical cost data
that reflects program costs from the two previous years. The current shortfall for
fiscal year 1998 of $209 million will be reflected in our Omnibus reprogramming
submission at the end of April. Recently our fiscal year 1999 Unfunded Priority List
identified a shortfall of $219 million in reparable spares funding. This shortfall will
continue to be refined as consumption factors are updated. We will again assess the
fiscal year 1999 shortfall during the execution year.

JASSM

Question. How will the Air Force employ the Joint Air to Surface Standoff Muni-
tion (JASSM)?

Answer. JASSM provides the warfighter a unique, adverse weather, “launch-and-
leave,” PGM-quality weapon with a long-range standoff capability. The weapon’s
precise attack capabilities enable JASSM to place high value, fixed or relocatable
point targets at risk while minimizing aircrew and launch platform exposure to
enemy air defense systems. Potential JASSM targets range from non-hardened
above ground to hardened, shallow buried targets. JASSM is designed to be compat-
ible with both fighters and bombers.

This missile will contribute significantly to the Secretary of Defense’s guidance to
rapidly defeat the enemy’s initial attack in the earliest phase of a conflict. In the
subsequent stages of conflict, the missile would be employed against selected high
value, heavily defended targets. Additionally, JASSM employment could be tasked
?SC;K:\I‘;: of a crisis action response directed by National Command Authorities
NCA’s).

Aircraft delivery methods can be accomplished from low-to-high altitudes and are
scenario-dependent based on enemy defenses, range-to-target, weather, and launch
aircraft capabilities. Via the target of opportunity mode, the aircrew, prior to missile
release, can retarget relocatable high value targets by updating GPS geo-referenced
target location data. JASSM terminal guidance for targets of opportunity is provided
by GPS/INS only.
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MANNED RECONNAISSANCE

Question. It is my understanding that the Air Force is in the process of reviewing
options for a new generation manned reconnaissance plane. This contradicts the De-
partment’s previously stated objective to replace manned reconnaissance with
UAV’s. Has the Department changed its strategy with regard to airborne reconnais-
sance?

Answer. The Air Force has not changed its position with respect to the airborne
reconnaissance mission. We are committed to maintaining the existing manned and
unmanned reconnaissance assets, while developing additional vehicles to augment
and potentially replace current platforms. The existing high-altitude manned recon-
naissance aircraft, the U-2, will be viable for the foreseeable future.

The Global Hawk is one of two complementary air vehicles being developed, along
with a Common Ground Segment, in the High Altitude Endurance (HAE) Un-
manned Aerial Vehicle (UAV) Advanced Concept Technology Demonstration
(ACTD). The Global Hawk is envisioned to be a long-dwell, stand-off collection plat-
form, similar to the U-2.

If the HAE UAV ACTD is successful and a decision is made to acquire and oper-
ate the Global Hawk, it will initially augment the U-2.

BASING OF UNMANNED RECONNAISSANCE SYSTEM

Question. Have you developed plans for the basing of new unmanned reconnais-
sance systems, such as Global Hawk or the Tier III Minus Darkstar? How will you
take into account operational training and global deployment factors in making
these basing decisions?

Answer. The Air Force has established a High Altitude Endurance (HAE) Un-
manned Aerial Vehicle (UAV) Integrated Process Team (IPT) that has been meeting
since November 1996. While preparing for potential introduction of the HAE UAV’s
into the Air Force inventory, this team has dealt with a great many questions per-
taining to fielding, operations, employment, training, basing, and manning. Air
Combat Command conducted preliminary site surveys for potential HAE UAV bed
down locations, however, no decisions or recommendation have been made at this
time. Since Global Hawk and DarkStar are still Advanced Concept Technology Dem-
onstrations (ACTD), they are not Air Force assets and still must prove military util-
ity and be deemed affordable.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PETE V. DOMENICI
READINESS

Question. What do your latest, 1998, data show about pilot retention? Is it getting
better or worse? Is it better or worse for married pilots? With families?

Answer. Our latest retention data confirms we are in a challenging pilot retention
environment. The Air Force’s leading pilot retention indicator, the Aviator Continu-
ation Pay (ACP) take-rate has declined slightly from fiscal year 1997 levels. We
closed out fiscal year 1997 with a 34 percent long-term ACP take-rate, to include
38 pilots who originally declined the bonus in fiscal year 1997, but accepted the
higher rates in fiscal year 1998. Our current fiscal year 1998 long-term ACP take-
rate is 28 percent; however, we feel it is still too early to draw any conclusions from
this data. To date, only 31 percent of the fiscal year 1998 eligible pilots have made
their ACP decision. We are cautiously optimistic that the increased ACP coupled
with Air Force efforts to reduce TEMPO and improve quality of life will increase
pilot retention. As for pilots with families, the long-term ACP take-rate has always
?xceeded the rate for our single pilots. The following spreadsheet highlights this
act:

ACP TAKE RATES

[In percent]

Status

Fiscal year _
Family Single

72 53

44 27

47 30
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ACP TAKE RATES—Continued

[In percent]

Status

Fiscal year _
Family Single
73 65
80 76
80 76
81 54
75 49
36 19

Question. What are the socio-economic profiles of the pilots leaving? Staying?

Answer. The Air Force does not track the socio-economic profile of pilots beyond
marital status and number of dependents; economic status is limited to knowledge
of the individual’s pay and bonuses. The Air Force does conduct pilot bonus non-
taker surveys to identify reasons why pilots are leaving the Air Force. Our survey
results highlight TEMPO (19 percent), quality of life concerns (14 percent), and air-
line hiring (11 percent) as the top three reasons why pilots are separating from the
Air Force. The survey results show the close relationship between increased tempo
and quality of life concerns.

Air Force personnel are being deployed at four times the rate they were during
the Cold War. Frequent deployments have social impacts particularly with family
members—increased periods of separation, longer work hours at home station, and
a general lack of planning stability. Eighty-three percent of our pilots are married.
Although we don’t track the employment status of our pilot’s spouses, a growing
trend throughout society is the working spouse. Military service inherently requires
frequent relocations and the increased absence of the military member due to de-
ployments complicates any spouse’s career plans.

Airline hiring is another significant factor affecting pilot retention. Our analysis
reveals that economically, a pilot will have greater life stream earnings if they sepa-
rate from the military and obtain a job with a major airline at the earliest oppor-
tunity. If pilots are strictly motivated by money, they will separate from the Air
Force and fly for the commercial airlines at the earliest opportunity. While we sus-
pect our young pilots may be making economic decisions, we feel the majority of our
pilots join and continue to serve in the military for other reasons, to include camara-
derie, benefits package, flying opportunity, and the opportunity to serve the nation.

Question. Are you aware of surveys of pilots showing that a major complaint is
lack of respect for Air Force leadership? What are the specific complaints about?

Answer. In fiscal year 1997, the Air Force surveyed all pilots who declined the
pilot bonus and the number one reason flyers gave for getting out was tempo (19
percent). The second most cited reason was Quality of Life concerns (14 percent) and
when we peeled that issue back one layer, the reason was too much time away from
home. In other words, tempo was driving 33 percent of our pilots to turn down the
bonus and get out.

Concern with leadership actually ranked 9th on the list of concerns—only men-
tioned by 4 percent of those exiting. The main concern seemed to be at the squadron
and group command level and we are addressing these concerns.

Each MAJCOM holds squadron commander selection boards to pick only the best
leaders possible. Once selected they must attend Pre-command Squadron Com-
mander Training. Similarly, all colonels compete on the new Command Selection
Board for Group command positions. This stringent screening process, coupled with
an intense 2-3 week preparation course, is another positive step to ensure only the
best are selected for command.

In addition, the CSAF has implemented a Notice to Airman (NOTAM) program
to articulate the Air Force’s senior leadership’s efforts regarding a variety of issues.
This program provides commanders at all levels first-hand information on issues of
importance allowing them to get the “real story” out to their troops.

QUALITY OF LIFE PROGRAMS

Question. Which of your “quality of life” programs are working? Which are not?
Which generate the best pay-off in terms of retention? Please provide the data and
analysis to substantiate your answer, or are you using judgement or anecdotal evi-
dence to assess the degrees of success or failure?



U:\02HEAR\1999\02MA04.001

122

Answer. In a quality of life survey conducted across the Air Force last fall, two-
thirds of our enlisted and three-quarters of our officer members indicated satisfac-
tion with their quality of life and over 70 percent indicated their families remain
supportive of career service.

While we strive to quantify the retention value of quality of life programs we do
not have quantifiable data at this time. We maintain that the success of some of
these programs is best seen in how they contribute to keeping airmen focused on
the mission rather than worrying about their basic needs. The Air Force emphasizes
quality of life initiatives and objectives across seven priority areas which address
a wide-range of needs for our members. Our 1998 Quality of Life Focus paper out-
lines the initiatives associated with each of the following priority areas: (1) pursue
fair and competitive compensation and benefits; (2) balance the impact of high
tempo levels; (3) provide access to quality health care; (4) provide access to safe, af-
fordable, and adequate housing; (5) preserve retirement systems and benefits; (6) in-
crease and enhance support to community programs; and (7) expand educational op-
portunities and access.

Question. Does the Air Force have any studies on these issues? By independent
organizations?

Answer. The Air Force used the 1997 Quality of Life (QoL) Survey to gather data
on the effectiveness of our people programs. Recent QoL survey results cited health
care, educational opportunities, commissaries and exchanges, fitness centers, and
housing as the most important QoL efforts influencing retention.

The OSD Quality of Life Office recently contracted an independent study to ex-
plore service returns on quality of life investments in terms of retention. This study
will investigate specific quality of life programs, their influence on retention, and
compare the investment costs of these programs to attrition costs.

Question. What changes have been occurring in spouse, child, and substance
abuse for the past two years? Please differentiate between officers and enlisted,
length of service, and among major military specialties and PERSTEMPO rates.

Answer. The Air Force’s data on spouse, child, and substance abuse is not detailed
enough to differentiate between officers and enlisted, length of service, major mili-
tary specialties, and PERSTEMPO rates. The data we do have shows a decrease
over the past two years in the number of spouses and children treated for abuse
in Air Force treatment facilities. The data also shows a decrease in severity of abuse
treatment. Air Force drug testing results over the past two years show no change
in the rate of positive findings, even with the CY 1997 increase in the drug testing
rate from 50 to 75 percent of our end strength.

Question. What is the role of the current high PERSTEMPO in any changes in
family or substance abuse? Please provide copies of any analysis you have of the
relationship.

Answer. We do not have any scientifically based data reflecting the relationship
between PERSTEMPO and family or substance abuse.

Spouse abuse rates remained steady from 1993-1995, then declined in 1996 and
1997; severity of cases also decreased over this time period. Child abuse rates show
a slightly decreasing trend over the same period and also a decrease in severity.

According to the latest report of the DOD Worldwide Survey of Health Related
Behaviors, between 1992 and 1995 alcohol use, illicit drugs use, and tobacco use all
decreased. These data are supported by Air Force drug testing results over the past
two years showing no change in the rate of positive findings on urinalysis, even with
an incrlelase in the CY 1997 drug testing rate from 50 percent to 75 percent of end
strength.

The next worldwide report will be available in late 1998. The 1998 survey will
include PERSTEMPO deployment data, which should prove beneficial statistically.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR KAY BATLEY HUTCHISON
DEPLOYMENT OF UNITED STATES TROOPS IN BOSNIA

Question. What impact does the open-ended deployment of U.S. troops in Bosnia
ha}llve g)n the Air Force’s ability to contribute to the defense of vital interests else-
where?

Answer. Present Air Force contributions to the Bosnia peace process will not in-
hibit our ability to support the National Military Strategy of the United States.
Should operational taskings escalate in response to a particular crisis, the National
Command Authority will prioritize taskings and allocate available resources to meet
those requirements.
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Question. Could you characterize for me the impact the mission in Bosnia is hav-
ing on Air Force readiness across the board?

Answer. The Bosnia operation, by itself, has had no major impact on overall Air
Force readiness. Bosnia does add stress on our individual high demand-low density
systems such as U-2, Predator, and Rivet Joint.

Question. What is your estimate of the future Air Force costs of the Bosnia mis-
sion, and how do you propose to prioritize those costs against competing demands
on limited resources? Specifically, what programs would drop below the funding line
if we continue, “for an undefined period of time,” the Bosnia mission?

Answer. The projected Air Force cost to support the Bosnia mission is $250.7 mil-
lion for fiscal year 1999. To pay for continuing operations without approval of the
budget amendment would require the Air Force to decrement other programs within
the already constrained fiscal year 1999 budget. At this point, we have not identi-
fied specific programs that would fall below the line if the Bosnia mission is indefi-
nitely extended. However, the most likely candidates are in our carefully balanced,
time-phased force modernization program.

NATO ENLARGEMENT

Question. We have heard widely varying estimates of the cost of NATO enlarge-
ment. If, as we have heard, the DOD budget, and the Air Force budget as well, is
a zero-sum game, then which programs specifically will be sacrificed to allow NATO
enlargement? What is the Air Force plan to accommodate NATO enlargement?

Answer. The Army is the DOD executive agent for NATO enlargement. The Air
Force does not expect to pay and it has no plans to pay for any NATO enlargement
requirements from the Air Force budget.

INFORMATION SECURITY

Question. In light of recent reports of attempts to hack into Air Force computer
networks, what legislation can we or must we amend, alter, or enact, to help make
your ability to conduct information operations easier and more secure?

Answer. In the wake of recent intrusions into DOD computer networks, the Dep-
uty Secretary of Defense has directed a department-wide review of policies and prac-
tices that affect information operations. This review is being conducted on several
fronts, including an examination of whether or not there are legal constraints that
hamper our efforts to conduct effective information operations. Thus, it is premature
for us to advocate specific legislative changes in this area.

It is our hope that the OSD-led effort, in which we are actively participating, will
result in a clear articulation of the legal issues surrounding information operations
as well as proposals for any legislative changes that may be deemed necessary to
ensure our ability to identify and respond to on-line attacks.

READINESS

Question. To paraphrase your own statement concerning readiness, readiness is
a function of personnel, equipment, training, logistics, and financial resources. If we
look at each of these areas individually we see an air force comprised of 40 percent
fewer personnel responding to over four times as many deployable commitments.
And I'm concerned the details behind the headlines would provide even more cause
for alarm—I think it all points to a readiness level that is either at a degraded level
now or will be significantly degraded in the future. What are your specific plans to
deal with these readiness challenges?

Answer. The Air Force has already done much to address the challenges to our
readiness in the face of increasing demands for our forces:

TEMPO Initiatives

Global Sourcing—adjudicates CINC’s requirements across the Combat Air Forces
Global Military Force Policy—establishes limits on tasking of selected high demand/
low density assets for contingency operations

Reduced Joint/Air Force Exercises

Post deployment stand downs—1 day “down” for each 7 days deployed; up to 14
down days maximum

Eliminated Quality Air Force Assessments

Reduced Operational Readiness Inspections (10 percent in fiscal year 1998; 30
percent in fiscal year 1999)

Implemented temporary duty/deployment tracker

Shortened the duration for aviation unit deployments from 90 to 45 days

Funded 2 Additional RC-135’s

Stood Up a Reserve Associate AWACS Squadron



U:\02HEAR\1999\02MA04.001

124

45-Day Rotations to SWA

Aircraft Spare Parts Funding
95 percent in fiscal year 1998; 95 percent in fiscal year 1999

Compensation Initiatives

Pay Raise (2.8 percent fiscal year 1998; 3.1 percent fiscal year 1999)

Increased number of AFSC’s qualifying for Reenlistment Bonuses (from 20 to 88)
Increase Hazardous Duty Incentive Pay

Increase Family Separation Allowance

Subsistence Allowance for Dorm Residents

Rated Management Initiatives

Reduce Rated ALQO’s by 47 Positions

Convert 20 percent Rated Staff Positions to Ops Staff Officer

Increased Pilot Bonus and Pilot Production
Quality of Life Initiatives

E-mail access to deployed airmen

Outreach Program—Squadron-level volunteers available to assist with family
issues while member is deployed

$296 million for Family Housing in fiscal year 1998.

We believe the demand for aerospace power will continue well into the future, and
we recognize the need to restructure ourselves to better support this demand. In
particular, we are looking for ways to increase the depth of our support structure
by consolidating state-side bases. This will allow us to support forward deployments
and home station demands more effectively and efficiently.

Question. Can you continue to expend large portions of your TOA on operations
like Bosnia and Southwest Asia, while maintaining discipline to your plans for mod-
ernization? If so, How?

Answer. Without a supplemental appropriation, we cannot continue to expend the
level of funding required to support ongoing operations in Bosnia and Southwest
Asia. Initially, from within our Operations and Maintenance accounts, we will
among other actions begin civilian furlough actions, defer aircraft and aircraft en-
gine maintenance, cancel operational training exercises, terminate real property
maintenance contracts, and postpone the opening of 4 child development centers. To
avoid unacceptable reductions in equipment and training readiness, we plan to rely
heavily on furloughing civilians. However, further actions would be needed to in-
clude requesting a formal reprogramming action. This would place our carefully bal-
anced, time-phased modernization program at risk. Funding and execution of cer-
tain near-term (C-17), near-mid-term (bomber upgrades and precision-guided muni-
tions), later-mid-term (F—22, Evolved Expendable Launch Vehicle, and Space-Based
InfraRed System) and far-term (Airborne Laser and Joint Strike Fighter) require-
ments would have to be restructured and slipped, potentially degrading tomorrow’s
readiness and our ability to meet our future global engagement commitments.

FIGHTER AIRCRAFT REQUIREMENTS

Question. Can you give us your perspective on what we need both the F-22 and
the JSF in the current timeframes being pursued?

Answer. A mix of F-22’s and Joint Strike Fighters (JSF’s) is the most effective
solution to the Air Force fighter modernization challenge. When the F—22 reaches
Initial Operational Capability (IOC) in fiscal year 2006, the average age of the F-
15 fleet will be 26 years when the JSF achieves IOC in fiscal year 2010, the average
F-16 will be 24 years old. Neither of these airframes would be able to fly much
longer unless an expensive service life extension program was undertaken. These
extension programs would provide only a marginal improvement to their current ca-
pability but at a significant cost. Additionally, the advancement and proliferation of
air-to-air and ground-to-air threats could put both F-15 and F-16 fighters in a posi-
tion of inferiority and threaten our ability to achieve air superiority in a major thea-
ter war.

The F-22 is the “force enabler.” Its emphasis is on dominant air superiority capa-
bility while retaining a significant air-to-ground capability. It will allow a theater
commander to rapidly achieve air superiority and enable all other Joint missions to
take place unhampered by enemy airpower.

The JSF will provide the “bulk” of the Joint Commander’s offensive airpower. Its
affordable cost will allow us to procure it in enough numbers to sustain a high oper-
ations tempo. However, the JSF’s affordability depends on the technologies lever-
aged from the F-22. Together the F-22 and JSF provide the optimum “high/low”
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mix of dominant capability and high operations tempo that allows the Air Force to
support the Joint Vision 2010 goal of full spectrum dominance.

F—22

Question. Are you concerned that anything short of full funding will impact the
ability to stay on course with the F—22 within Congressionally mandated caps?

Answer. Yes, we believe that anything short of full funding up to the Congression-
ally mandated cost caps will impact the F—22 program’s ability to complete Engi-
neering and Manufacturing Development (EMD) and the production program within
the caps. A deferral of funds will require an extension of EMD, which in turn will
exacerbate problems with diminishing manufacturing sources. For the production
program, there are inflation impacts, industrial base slowdown and restart risks as-
sociated with the qualification of new vendors and subcontractors. Additionally, al-
tering the production program will void previous commitments made with the F—
22 contractor team which enabled it to minimize subcontractor risk and cost in-
creases.

Question. Are you experiencing any challenges during EMD that you would char-
acterize as abnormal for a program at this stage in development?

Answer. No. The F-22 has experienced two manufacturing challenges and a prob-
lem with debonding of the stabilator. All have been resolved. These issues are typi-
cal of the challenges encountered during Engineering and Manufacturing Develop-
ment. Provided funding and quantity stability, we expect to overcome future chal-
lenges that may occur during Engineering and Manufacturing Development.

T—6A

Question. 1 see you plan to replace the T-37 with the T-6A (the new JPATS-
Texan); obviously this would have an impact on the current pilot situation. Can you
outline for me your distribution plan for the T-6A Texan II at pilot training bases
and identify how this might impact the rate at which you produce new pilots?

Answer. The Air Force currently plans to beddown the T-6A sequentially at Ran-
dolph AFB, TX, Laughlin AFB, TX, Vance AFB, OK, Columbus AFB, MS, and
Sheppard AFB, TX. The timing of the transition from T-37 to T-6 at each base has
been optimized to minimize the impact on pilot production rates—no impacts are
expected under the current bed-down plan.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR DANIEL K. INOUYE
READINESS IMPACT

Question. What is the readiness impact of maintaining a surge force in the Gulf
over a long period of time?

Answer. The principal readiness impacts of maintaining the surge force are in-
creased workload and increased deployment time. These, in turn, adversely impact
retention of our experienced people. By June 1, 1998, nearly 50 percent of the avia-
tion units presently deployed to the Gulf will exceed our maximum desired tem-
porary duty rate of 120 days away from home station in a 12 month period.

AIRBORNE LASER

Quesf}ion. How does the Airborne Laser fit into the Tactical missile defense archi-
tecture?

Answer. The Theater Missile Defense (TMD) architecture has four layers or tiers:
attack operations, boost phase intercept, midcourse, and terminal phase. ABL is the
only boost phase system. Destroying enemy missiles in the boost phase is extremely
important for several reasons: (1) presents an enemy with the possibility that mis-
sile debris, including the warhead, may fall back on their territory—in this way,
ABL serves as a viable deterrent to the use of weapons of mass destruction; (2) re-
duces the number of missiles that the midcourse and terminal defense systems must
engage, enhancing their effectiveness; and (3) kills missiles before any early release
of submunitions (ERS), as ERS is a very significant challenge for hit-to-kill defense
systems.

In addition to its role as a boost-phase “shooter”, ABL will also possess significant
sensing capability that will improve performance of other TMD layers by: providing
quick and accurate missile launch point estimates which cue attack operations as-
sets; passing trajectory data and impact point predictions on missile warheads to
midcourse and terminal systems to narrow their sensor search patterns and extend
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their range; and predicting accurate and timely impact points to enhance passive
defenses in the target areas.

JOINT STRIKE FIGHTER [JSF]

Question. What is your position on the need for a Joint Strike Fighter alternative
engine program?

Answer. The Air Force supports the JSF Alternate Engine (AE) program. There
is no operational requirement for an AE in the JSF. However, an AE program may
offer some potential benefits such as: improved operational readiness since a single
engine problem would not ground the entire JSF fleet; improved contractor respon-
siveness due to competition; and maintenance of the U.S. fighter engine industrial
base.

Question. How much will it cost?

Answer. The total Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) Alternate Engine (AE) program cost
is estimated at $1.8 billion. Currently, the Services have fully funded the AE pro-
gram through its Concept Demonstration Phase (fiscal year 2003). Funding for the
AE Engineering and Manufacturing Development Phase, scheduled to begin in fiscal
year 2004, will be addressed by the Navy and Air Force in their respective fiscal
year 2000 POM’s.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR BYRON DORGAN
LONG-RANGE AIR POWER PANEL

Question. Given the dynamics of the creation of the Long-Range Air Power Panel,
most people think of it as studying the question of whether or not the Air Force
should buy more B—2 bombers. The Panel is dealing with the same problem that
we in Congress have had to address: the B—2 has some amazing capabilities, but
further procurement would put the defense budget under enormous pressure. It is
possible that the Panel will weigh the cost of buying another B—2 bomber against
other, more cost-effective ways to keep our bomber force robust. Would you view it
as appropriate for the Panel to come back with recommendations that affect the en-
tire bomber fleet?

Answer. The Panel’s Report was released subsequent to the March 4 hearing. The
Long-Range Air Power Panel was established to evaluate the adequacy of current
planning for United States long-range air power and the requirement for continued
low-rate production of B-2 stealth bombers. The panel, as part of its evaluation and
review, could consider: Trade-offs between additional B—2 bombers and other pro-
grammed DOD assets in meeting various scenarios; desirability of an increased rate
of purchase of precision-guided munitions for aircraft in the existing B-2 fleet; the
desirability of improving the low observable characteristics of the existing B-2 fleet;
and affordability of additional B—2 bombers in the context of projected levels of fu-
ture defense funding.

The Long-Range Air Power Panel provide several far-reaching recommendations
for fully exploiting the current B—1, B-2, and B-52 bomber force, and for upgrading
and sustaining the bomber force for longer term. These recommendations warrant
careful review as the Air Force prepares its Program Objective Memorandum for the
Department of Defense’s fiscal year 2000-06 Future Years Defense Program.

START III AND BOMBER FORCE STRUCTURE

Question. Although the START III process is stalled at the moment, given the fact
that the Russian Duma has not yet ratified START II, these strategic arms reduc-
tion treaties affect the number of bombers deployed in a strategic role. Is the Air
Force at all concerned about the impact of START III on the strategic or conven-
tional bomber force? What effect could the treaty have on bomber force structure
generally? Are we taking precautions so as not to jeopardize our conventional bomb-
er capability?

Answer. With decreasing forward-basing options and overflight concerns, sustain-
ing our long-range bomber capability is a top priority to the Air Force. Without a
clear START III framework, it is premature to discuss the effects this treaty would
have on our bomber force structure. START III negotiations have not yet begun.
Once we have clear START III guidelines, we will work closely with OSD and JCS
to ensure our conventional and strategic force structure continues to meet our na-
tional security objectives.
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DEEP ATTACK WEAPONS MIX STUDY

Question. Am I right in understanding that the Deep Attack Weapons Mix Study
came to its conclusions about bomber force structure needs based on certain as-
sumptions in its models about what force structure was available for a deep strike?
What assumptions did the DAWMS models make about the number of B-52’s in the
force structure? Did the DAWMS study ever include in its models’ assumptions a
force structure of 94 B-52’s? If not, what deep strike capabilities would additional
B-52’s bring into play?

Answer. Part II of the Deep Attack Weapons Mix Study (DAWMS) was tasked to
examine tradeoffs between long range bombers, land and sea based tactical aircraft
and missiles used to strike the enemy’s rear area. It was subsequently expanded to
examine tradeoffs, including options that would involve more than 20 B-2’s as
matched against carrier assets and missile assets. The Quadrennial Defense Review
(QDR) subsumed the assessment of force structure sufficiency while Part II of
DAWMS was scaled back to only examine tradeoffs for more than 20 B-2’s.
Throughout all of these analyses (DAWMS as well as QDR), the Department of De-
fense used current, funded, “combat coded” aircraft. Although the size of the entire
B-52H fleet is currently 94 aircraft, force structure analysis and deliberate war
planning use only combat-coded aircraft. The number of combat-coded aircraft deter-
mines the number of aircrews available and level of war reserve spare parts. Of the
94 B-52H aircraft in the inventory, 44 are combat-coded, 31 are attrition reserve,
12 are training aircraft, 6 are backup available aircraft, and 1 is a test aircraft. At-
trition reserve aircraft are only funded for recurring maintenance and aircraft up-
grades, not operations and training. Thus, there are only enough aircrews, mainte-
nance personnel and spare parts to support the 44 funded combat-coded aircraft
used in QDR and DAWMS scenarios.

It is difficult to assess the impact of additional B-52’s without modeling and ana-
lyzing the interrelationships of joint force operations in a dynamic campaign envi-
ronment. The addition of any type of deep-strike capable asset would probably in-
crease U.S. capabilities, however, the total number of assets deployed to a theater
are sequenced and measured according to lift requirements and capabilities, and
beddown limitations. As the addition of any asset would likely result in the removal/
delay of others, the impact of adding B-52’s can’t be assessed independent of a thor-
ough campaign analysis.

AIRBORNE LASER

Question. Looking ahead, what might be the major criteria the Air Force will use

when it decides where to base the ABL?

Answer. The ABL basing site survey is scheduled to begin in fiscal year 2000 with

a decision in fiscal year 2001. Right now, the important criteria the Air Force will
use to decide ABL basing include, but are not limited to:

—Is there an established existing Base Infrastructure? (Use of existing facilities
helps minimize military construction requirements.)

—Can the airfield support a 747-400 aircraft (e.g., no modifications to runway,
approaches lights, taxiways, navigation aids, basic POL (petroleum, oil and lu-
bricants) storage, or tower required)?

—Does the base have sufficient ramp space (parking apron), alert facilities and
laser fuel servicing for seven aircraft?

PILOT RETENTION

Question. If Congress wanted to address the problem of pilot retention more ag-
gressively than the Administration is proposing to do, how might we best do that?

Answer. The Air Force is optimistic the current pilot retention gameplan designed
to reduce TEMPO, improve quality of life, restore compensation to original levels,
increase pilot production, reduce pilot requirements, and improve personnel pro-
grams will help Air Force pilot retention. We feel that more time is needed to accu-
rately evaluate the effects of our initiatives. Continued Congressional support for
TEMPO reductions, quality of life improvements, aviator compensation initiatives
and pilot production alternatives is key to ensuring the success of our efforts.

NAVIGATOR TRAINING

Question. My understanding is that the Air Force has had problems lately not
only with the retention of navigators, but also with their training. Could you please
comment on the new joint navigator training program? Is the Air Force satisfied
that this joint training system is meeting the Air Force’s needs?
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Answer. Joint training initiatives began in response to the April 15, 1993 Sec-
retary of Defense Memo on the “Roles, Missions, and Functions of the Armed Forces
of the United States.” This memo identified three distinct areas for joint training:
fixed-wing primary, advanced airlift/tanker/maritime patrol training, and Naval
Flight Officer/Weapons Systems Officer (WSO)/Electronic Warfare Officer Training
(EWO). Joint Undergraduate Navigator Training began in October 1994 on a limited
scale with all active duty WSO’s receiving their training at NAS Pensacola, FL.
Since October 1995, all Air Force Navigators, WSO’s and EWQO’s have started their
training at Pensacola. With the exception of heavy aircraft navigators (tankers, air-
lift, reconnaissance) who finish their advanced training at Randolph AFB TX, all
others complete their training at NAS Pensacola or Corry Station FL. Current an-
nual navigator production is set at 300 active duty students per year.

The Air Force is satisfied with the quality of the graduates from the Navy pro-
gram.

CONTRACTING OUT

Question. In March of 1995, the services’ personnel directors told the Armed Serv-
ices Personnel Subcommittee that civilian personnel ceilings, not workload, cost or
readiness concerns, are forcing them to send work to contractors that could have
been performed more cheaply in-house. Also in that month, GAO reported that “the
personnel ceilings set by OMB frequently have the effect of encouraging agencies
to contract out regardless of the results of cost, policy, or high-risk studies.” Con-
tracting out because of personnel ceilings raises some concerns. There is no public-
private competition, because there simply aren’t enough federal employees to do the
work. We all know that the Air Force’s civilian workforce will get smaller, and that
there will be more contracting out. But if the Air Force has the money to do work
that needs to be done, the Air Force should be able to use federal workers if in-
house performance benefits the warfighter and the taxpayers. Is the Air Force ad-
hering closely to the authorization and appropriations provisions that prohibit man-
agement by personnel ceilings? How can we make this prohibition stronger and en-
sure greater compliance with the will of the Congress? Isn’t it true that using per-
sonnel ceilings is a relatively recent practice?

Answer. The Air Force is complying with the intent of Congress and is adhering
to the authorization and appropriations provisions that prohibit management by
personnel ceilings. The Air Force has certified to Congress that, unless Congression-
ally directed, the Air Force does not use any constraints or limitations in terms of
man years, end strength, full-time equivalent positions, or maximum number of em-
ployees in managing the civilian workforce. Consistent with Congressional, OMB,
and Department of Defense guidance, the Air Force manages the civilian workforce
based on workload requirements and budget. Congressional guidance such as the
Fiscal Year 1998 National Defense Authorization Act contains language that pre-
scribes limitations on the size of management headquarters and management sup-
port activities, requires reductions in the Defense Acquisition Workforce, limits the
number of civilian employees of a military department who are non-dual status mili-
tary technicians, and prescribes level of depot-level maintenance and repair that
may be contracted for performance by non-governmental personnel. In addition, pre-
vious Congressional guidance, such as the National Performance Review Report and
the Federal Workforce Restructure Act of 1994, has placed constraints and limita-
tions on civilian workforce management. The Air Force does not use personnel ceil-
ings as a management practice.

SUPERBASES

Question. One of the themes of your testimony is that the Air Force is considering
moving towards a new concept of basing—which you called “superbases.” Would any
Air Force bases currently fit into the superbase category?

Answer. The Air Force is still in the early stages of developing this basing con-
cept; thus, it is premature to say if any base currently fits into this category.

Question. In your analysis of this concept, have you projected the military con-
struction investments that would be required in order to create superbases? Would
you agree that the more drastic the change to superbases, the more new construc-
tion would be required?

Answer. Analysis has not started on the Milcon investments required to create
this basing concept. The Air Force is in the early stages of developing a strategic
basing concept which will focus on operational considerations and ensuring deploy-
ments are equitable and predictable to Air Force people. Consolidation of missions
and bases could drive new construction requirements.
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Question. Do you have a notional estimate of how much military construction
funding would be required to make such a shift in basing philosophy possible? How
would this compare to the amount of money saved at bases to be closed?

Answer. We do not have notional estimates on construction costs.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Senator STEVENS. Gentlemen, thank you very much. I am sorry
to have kept you for so long.

Again, I mean no offense about your statement, Mr. Secretary.
I understand you must be frustrated. But God, I hope you don’t do
that. If you want to do it, give it to us and we will do it for you—
if you really want to do it. But don’t make a political decision. I
think that would be very bad right now.

Thank you very much.

[Whereupon, at 12:46 p.m., Wednesday, March 4, the subcommit-
tee was recessed, to reconvene subject to the call of the Chair.]
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1999

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 11, 1998

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, DC.
The subcommittee met at 10:25 a.m., in room SD-192, Dirksen
Senate Office Building, Hon. Ted Stevens (chairman) presiding.
Present: Senators Stevens, Cochran, Domenici, Bond, Inouye,
Bumpers, and Dorgan.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

SECRETARY OF THE NAVY

STATEMENTS OF:
HON. JOHN H. DALTON, SECRETARY OF THE NAVY
ADM. JAY L. JOHNSON, CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS, U.S. NAVY
GEN. CHARLES C. KRULAK, COMMANDANT, U.S. MARINE CORPS

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. TED STEVENS

Senator STEVENS. My apologies to you, Secretary Dalton, Admi-
ral Johnson, and General Krulak, I just made an opening state-
ment to the group that’s honoring 30 years of the Sea Grant Pro-
gram, and like all events, it took longer than I anticipated.

We are pleased to have you this morning to testify on the Navy
and Marine Corps 1999 budget. The committee’s initial look at the
Navy and Marine Corps’ budget suggests you have built a solid
budget which lives within the funds available; however, there will
be, I am sure, some challenges to the allocations you have rec-
ommended.

We all recognize that people are the heart of our armed forces.
The Navy has seen negative trends in pilot retention as well as a
disturbing trend in recruitment, in general. The “Operations and
maintenance” account is basically flat compared to the fiscal year
1998, while there is no question that operational tempos have in-
creased.

It is our goal to try to make certain that the Navy and Marine
Corps can maintain readiness within this budget request. Both the
Navy and Marine Corps also face a number of near- and far-term
acquisition challenges, the Navy must try to maintain a fleet of 300
ships, which requires the construction of 10 ships, but the 1999
budget will support only 7 ships, and the commandant has consist-
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ently told us he needs $1.2 billion annually for modernization, and
the 1999 procurement budget for the Marine Corps is $745 million.

The Navy is beginning to develop the future aircraft carrier as
well as the future surface combatant vessel, the DD-21. In a budg-
et that’s likely to be flat to the year 2003, these competing de-
mands will present the Navy, Marine Corps team, and the Con-
gress with very difficult decisions on allocating the limited dollars
that we have available for this modernization.

We look forward to working with you on the fiscal year 1999
budget, as well as planning for the future, and we’re going to make
your full statement a part of the committee’s record.

Before you proceed let me call on my colleague from Hawaii, the
distinguished former chairman of this subcommittee.

STATEMENT OF HON. DANIEL K. INOUYE

Senator INOUYE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I wish to
join you in welcoming Secretary Dalton, Admiral Johnson, and
General Krulak. I believe our Nation is most fortunate to have this
fine team to represent our Naval and Marine forces.

I have been especially impressed to see how well they all work
together to advance the goals of our sea surfaces. As many of us
know, this has not always been the case, but in recent years it has
been clear that the Navy and Marines have come together under
the leadership of these gentleman to speak with one voice on the
collective priorities.

These are challenging times for the Navy and Marines. The Navy
has been reduced from a planned force of 600 ships to one today
not much above 300. Our Marine Corps has been able to hold on
to much of its force structure, but are seeing manpower cut by 14
percent.

The request before the subcommittee is $79.2 billion for Navy
and Marine programs. This amount is approximately $1 billion
more than funded for the current fiscal year, but it is not all good
news.

Our counterpart Military Construction Subcommittee will see a
cut of over $670 million for Navy and Marine programs, and so
when you adjust for inflation the total Navy Department’s budget
has a real cut of 172 percent.

With that knowledge, I must say I'm concerned how the Navy
and Marines will continue to maintain the quality and ready forces
that they have today. I think we have seen some cracks already.

In recent years we have had flying hours and spare part short-
falls. Today, the Navy is having a difficult time meeting its recruit-
ing goals, and retention has been a constant struggle.

At the same time I understand that we are asking more from our
forces. Our marines are being tasked to respond to crises at record
levels, and our carrier battle groups are being asked to re-deploy
with less training time.

Mr. Chairman, I join you in commending our witnesses for doing
their best to respond to these challenges, but I'm concerned that we
might be asking too much of them.

In a balanced budget environment we cannot expect to provide
more resources to address these problems, instead we must all
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work together to ensure that the resources we have spent are most
effective in an efficient manner.

There will be no margin for error, no room for that, no room to
waste resources on duplication, and this fact must be realized and
endorsed by the administration, by the Department, and by the
Congress. It’s not going to be an easy chore, but I do hope that
when the dust settles we will continue to have a Navy and Marine
Corps that will be able to carry on our Nation’s work in the man-
ner that we have been privileged to receive from them.

I thank you very much.

Senator STEVENS. Does anyone have an opening statement that
they wish to make?

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR THAD COCHRAN

Senator COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I'd like to have the oppor-
tunity to put a statement in the record, I don’t want to delay the
hearing. We are happy to have the witnesses here, and we are kind
of anxious to hear their testimony.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR THAD COCHRAN

Mr. Chairman, I'm pleased to join you in welcoming this distinguished panel of
witnesses to review the budget request for the U.S. Navy and Marine Corps for fis-
cal year 1999.

One of my concerns about the fiscal year 1999 request is the Navy’s shipbuilding
program, which I think falls far short of meeting the Navy’s requirements for 300
ships. With the average life span of a ship being approximately 35 years, the Navy
needs to procure approximately 10 ships a year to maintain a 300 ship goal.

Mr. Chairman, the Navy’s procurement rate for new surface combatant ships will
not meet their stated goal of 300 ships. The current Future Years Defense Plan calls
for only 5 ships in fiscal year 2000, and only 7 ships per year through fiscal year
2003.

At this rate, we will procure an average of only 6.4 surface combatant ships per
year from fiscal year 1999-2003. I also understand the Navy’s projected ship pro-
curement rate for fiscal year 2004-2015 will also fall below the 10 ships per year
required to meet the stated goal of a 300 ship Navy.

I know there are some new “smart” technologies that can help reduce manning
and other costs of operating and maintaining our fleet. There are also some initia-
tives such as the program to convert older CG—47 cruisers to Theater Ballistic Mis-
sile Defense capability and include Smart Ship control systems which can extend
service life of these ship. I support these efforts.

I am also pleased that the Navy has included full funding for the TAGS-65
Oceanographic Ship, the last ship in its class, which will provide much needed re-
search and other support for the Navy’s missions around the globe.

While I support these new initiatives and programs, as well as the Navy’s recently
announced multi-year procurement of DDG-51 Destroyers, we must not lose sight
of the ever-widening gap that is developing between our 300 ship goal and the
Navy’s actual and projected ship procurement rates.

Other issues that I hope our witness will address today include OPTEMPO and
the Readiness of our sailors. According to the Navy’s Posture Statement, readiness
of deployed units remain high, but constrained resources and the pace of operations
are affecting the readiness of non-deployed forces. Several recent articles have high-
lighted these concerns.

—dJanuary 15, 1998 Norfolk Virginian-Pilot article quoted a senior Norfolk officer
as saying “Keeping two carriers in the gulf is causing us some real headaches.”
“Hopefully the next deployer (Stennis) will go out on time, but, after that, all
bets are off.”

—March 5, 1998 Washington Times reported that in testimony to Congress,
VADM Dan Oliver, the Navy’s senior personnel expert, indicated it is “very dif-
ficult” to keep pilots, submariners and others. He cited the hectic pace of Navy
life and the loss of a chance to command a ship, due to the decommissioning
of many ships, among the reasons for retention problems.
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—March 7, 1998 San Diego Union Tribune reported that during a March 6, 1998
hearing of the Readiness Subcommittee of the House National Security Commit-
tee a “Marine sergeant told congressman that some units have .50-caliber ma-
chine guns manufactured during the 1940’s and it can take up to 18 months
to get the heavy weapons repaired or replaced.”

Mr. Chairman, I know the Secretary, the CNO and the Commandant are well

aware of these problems and I look forward to hearing from them today.

STATEMENT OF HON. CHRISTOPHER S. BOND

Senator STEVENS. Thank you. Senator Bond.

Senator BOND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will be brief. I join
you in welcoming the Secretary, the Admiral, and General Krulak,
and I share the view of our distinguished ranking member that
your team is being asked to carry a major portion of the burden,
while not being adequately resourced.

We hear news, the Pentagon is having difficulty trying to realign
its forces to cover both the Arabian Gulf presence and the re-
emerging threats to peace and security in the Balkan regions, and
these are not close to being the two major regional contingencies
[MRC’s] we thought we’d be ready to face.

I know that many of my colleagues would join in expressing con-
cern over the services’ ability effectively to meet their mission re-
quirements making deep and risky cuts in critical supply, stocks,
accelerating appreciation, not to mention the additional strain put
on personnel, and we are all concerned about the abysmal retention
rates of pilots in the services, and I submit that simply throwing
money at the problem is not the answer. I gather the considerable
bonus package only engendered about a 3- to 4-percent increase in
the retention rate.

I understand that many of the people who joined the service did
so for very noble reasons, and the financial considerations are not
the entire problem, and the exodus of individuals now spans the
rank structure, and I think that we are seeing some problems with
incentives for command being hamstrung when junior officers are
paid more than their seniors.

I hear from people in the service that over the years, recent
years, the individual tactical flight time has been dramatically cur-
tailed. I am sure that way back, Admiral, your logbook had only
a few blank lines in the monthly accounting of your flights, and I
venture to say that a lieutenant today has a lot more blank space
in the logbook, and much of the time dedicated to other than war
contingencies is not really increasing their warfighting skills.

I think it is also important that we reflect on the intangibles,
which made you, Admiral, and you, General, when you were butter
bars, look up to the unit commanders, which when you became
1c011r(11mande1's gave you authority and accountability to stand up and
ead.

We have warned in this committee over the years that the De-
partment of Defense’s policy of low-balling funding requirements
would exacerbate the fiscal problems facing all of the services’ abili-
ties to conduct the operations required.

As I understand from Dr. Hamre’s comments last week, you are
already expending funds from the fourth quarter of the fiscal year
1998 budget for missions being conducted today, and we are only
in March.
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The emergency supplementals this year are going to be very im-
portant, but some of these operations have extended way beyond
any contingency, and we need to get some straight answers and
some straight priorities from the Department of Defense.

On another very important note, Mr. Secretary, we are looking
forward to the commissioning of the U.S.S. Harry S. Truman, we
have made a commitment to another carrier, and I am also con-
cerned that we accelerate the evaluations of the F/A-18E/F not to
skip any testing, but to work as hard as we can to cure any anoma-
lies, then we can begin a robust and, we believe, necessary
multiyear procurement.

We want to do everything. I am personally committed to provid-
ing the men and women who fly from the carriers the finest and
most advanced aircraft, to give them the edge so critical to today’s
high-tech, high-speed, highly dangerous air combat arena, and I
will have more to talk about in that in the Q&A period.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Dorgan, do you have an opening state-
ment?

STATEMENT FROM HON. BYRON DORGAN

Senator DORGAN. Mr. Chairman, let me just put a statement in
the record, I am anxious to hear the witnesses instead.
[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR BYRON DORGAN

I would first like to thank these capable witnesses for their appearance before this
committee. I recognize, as the other Committee Members do, that their job is not
an easy one, given the current state of world affairs and the increased demands
being placed on our men and women in uniform. I am particularly impressed by the
retention rates of the Navy and Marine Corps. The statistics in this area say much
about the efforts and the abilities of the Secretary, the Chief of Naval Operations
and the Commandant of the Marine Corps, as well as those who work for them. Al-
though we know more must be done in this area, the Navy and Marine Corps are
to be commended.

The burden for managers in the military is a familiar one in government today:
doing more with the limited funds available. I would hope that the questions I pose
would be taken in that light. As other members of this committee, I am committed
to doing the most I can for our military personnel with the funds we have available.
Most of all, I want to ensure that the problems that are causing the exodus of some
of our most qualified people from the military are solved.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you. Mr. Secretary, we are pleased to
have your statement. All of your statements will be in the record.

OPENING REMARKS OF SECRETARY DALTON

Secretary DALTON. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman,
Senator Inouye, distinguished members of this committee.

This is my fifth time to appear before this committee, and let me
say what a privilege and honor it is to be here to represent the De-
partment of the Navy.

I am also very proud to be here with these two outstanding offi-
cers who lead our Navy and Marine Corps. They do an outstanding
job, and as you say, Senator Inouye, we really do work together as
a team. The Navy and Marine Corps team is, indeed, working very
well together.
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I would like to take a few minutes to reflect on where the Navy
Department has been in the last few years, where we are today,
and where we are headed. I would like to break that down, if I
could, in talking operationally, programmatically, and in personnel.

OPERATIONALLY

First of all, operationally. We are our Nation’s 911 force. When
there is a problem, it is the Navy-Marine Corps team that gets the
call. That 1s very evident today in the Arabian Gulf.

Today, we have two carrier battle groups, and one amphibious
ready group there, and I am very proud of the men and women
who are there doing such an outstanding job.

While there is debate today about the recent agreement that was
made between the Secretary General of the United Nations and
Saddam Hussein, we simply would not have that agreement to de-
bate had it not been for the presence of the Navy-Marine Corps
team in the gulf. Winston Churchill had it right when he said, “The
best Ambassador is a warship,” and those warships that were there
showed the resolve of this Nation, and, indeed, provided an oppor-
tunity for that agreement to be signed.

Similarly, things have happened like that around the world in
the last few years: restoring democracy to Haiti; bringing the par-
ties to the peace table to make the Dayton accords possible; bring-
ing stability in the Taiwan Straits a couple of years ago, when that
troublesome problem arose; the rescue of Capt. Scott O’Grady; and
the noncombatant evacuation operations in Albania, and the
former Zaire. From A to Z, the Navy-Marine Corps team has been
there, has responded, has responded professionally, has answered
311 bells, and I am very proud of the job the Navy Department has

one.

Operationally, this committee has been extremely supportive of
the Navy Department.

I am grateful to you, and we have come to you to ask for support
for carriers, submarines, ships, airplanes, big-deck amphibious
ships, and quality of life improvements for our people. This com-
mittee has not only responded and supported our request, but in
the past has, indeed, enhanced our requests, and we are grateful
to you.

I pledge to you that we will continue to pursue initiatives like
acquisition reform, so that we can provide the highest quality of
naval service possible for each tax dollar that we have as a re-
source.

PERSONNEL

In the area of personnel, I am so proud of the outstanding men
and women of the Navy Department. We simply have the finest
men and women serving in the Navy Department today that we
have ever had. It is no secret that in the last few years we have
had some difficult problems and challenges in that regard. We all
know that there was major adverse publicity a few years ago with
respect to very poor behavior on the part of some of our people. We
all know about a major cheating scandal we had at the Naval
Academy just a few years ago. However, we have addressed those
issues and attacked them.
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A recent report from an outside group, led by Adm. Stansfield
Turner and the president of Goucher College, showed that the
Naval Academy is, indeed, fulfilling its mission today. We have at-
tacked the problem with respect to the behavior of our people, with
training required by every one of our people, education, to empha-
size our core values of honor, courage, and commitment to ensure
that our sailors and marines treat their shipmates with dignity and
respect. I am very proud of the progress that we have made in that
regard. It is something we need to continue to work on, and, in-
deed, we are.

We have been very innovative with things like the battle stations
for our recruits at Great Lakes, and the crucible that the Marine
Corps is using at Parris Island and San Diego, to enhance the
training for our people. We made significant progress with diversity
in our officer ranks, and I am proud of that.

Our vision for the future is one that is bright. We are focused
on our “Forward from the Sea” vision. This is something that we
produced several years ago, in 1994, but it is the right vision. We
haven’t tried to reinvent ourselves and change that every 2 years.
It i}sl the right vision, and we are moving forward, moving forward
with it.

We are committed to things like the revolution in military affairs
and the revolution in business affairs, to bring things on like infor-
mation technology for the 21st century, network centric warfare,
and cooperative engagement capability.

We are thinking outside the box, utilizing things like the Navy’s
fleet battle experiment, and the Marine Corps warfighting lab,
things like the Hunter Warrior, Urban Warrior. We are moving for-
ward and preparing this 911 force of the Navy Department for the
21st century.

PROGRAMMATICALLY

Mr. Chairman, I am proud of the budget that we have presented
to this committee. It’s a solid plan, and I seek your support for it.
I would like to emphasize our priorities. F/A-18E/F Super Hornet
was our top priority last year, it is again this year. We are asking
for funding of advanced procurement for CVN-77. It is very impor-
tant that we move forward with that, and DD-21, a land attack
surface ship for the 21st century, of revolutionary importance. The
intercontinental missile defense, the V-22, the AAAV, these are all
programs for which we ask your support.

We face challenges in readiness, retention, and recruiting. These
are indeed challenges we are addressing, and we will, indeed, ad-
dress them for the future. There is no question that the economy
has been strong, and has complicated issues with respect to reten-
tion and recruiting.

Mr. Chairman, I ask for your very strong support and the sup-
port of this committee for the emergency supplemental that is be-
fore this body. We simply cannot deal with any offsets with respect
to that. We sincerely request your support for the emergency sup-
plemental.

Similarly, we have a reprogramming request before this commit-
tee of $220 million for personnel issues, and we would ask for your
support for that.
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We simply have too much infrastructure, and I would encourage
this body to support an additional round of base realignment and
closure. If we are spending money on things that we do not need,
like too much infrastructure, then we do not have adequate re-
sources to deal with some of the issues that you raise with respect
to recapitalization and personnel.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, one additional area that I would like to
ask for the support of this body is the Law of the Sea Treaty. I am
concerned that the United States is not a party to the treaty. This
absence is incompatible with our Department’s active engagement
and leadership in maritime affairs, and has potentially negative ef-
fects for the credibility of our overall national maritime policy. The
treaty, in its improved current form, is a winning proposition for
the United States, and I ask each of you to support its ratification
at the earliest opportunity.

PREPARED STATEMENT

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I would just like to thank you again
and thank this committee for the support you have provided the
Department of the Navy. On behalf of the sailors, marines, and ci-
vilians of the Department of the Navy it is my great honor to rep-
resent, I thank you very much for your support, and ask for your
continued support. We look forward to working with you, and I look
forward to responding to your questions. Thank you.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. We should be fin-
ished with the reprogramming on the personnel items this week.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOHN H. DALTON

Mr. Chairman, Senator Inouye, Distinguished members of the Committee. It is a
pleasure for me to address you for the fifth year on the state of the United States
Navy and Marine Corps.

America’s forward-deployed naval forces are engaged around the world on a daily
basis to carry out the National Military Strategy. Our forces are shaping the inter-
national environment, responding to the full spectrum of crises, and preparing now
for an uncertain future. There is an enduring need for the forward presence of our
Navy-Marine Corps Team. That need was validated by Secretary Cohen in his
Quadrennial Defense Review, the report of the National Defense Panel and the re-
ality of day-to-day global involvement of our Sailors and Marines.

Our Navy and Marine Corps in the Arabian Gulf are demonstrating today the rel-
evance of forward-deployed naval forces. In a region where land basing options are
limited, our two carrier battle groups and one amphibious ready group on station
there are a powerful symbol of American resolve. I believe that resolve, backed up
by the awesome strike potential of our ships and aircraft, played a major role in
the latest agreement between Iraq and the United Nations. As Winston Churchill
once said, “A warship is (indeed) the best ambassador.”

The staying power of our forward-deployed expeditionary forces will also be cru-
cial as we maintain our current force level in the Arabian Gulf for the foreseeable
future. America’s resolve to do the right thing does not have an expiration date, and
the Navy-Marine Corps Team remains up to the task. We will remain ready to re-
spond, anytime—anywhere.

I want to refer back, briefly, to 1992. Where we have been as a Department since
that time illustrates how we are postured now, and for the future. We began, in
1992, a continuous process of transformation with publication of “...From the Sea”,
which reflected the dramatic change in the international security environment.

Our transformation process continues today, exploiting technologies from the Rev-
olutions in Military and Business Affairs to give our forces the power and efficiency
to dominate the battlefields of tomorrow. It is a process of innovation and growth
which leverages the unmatched power, timeliness and operational independence of
aircraft carrier battle groups and amphibious ready groups.
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Not only am I immensely proud of where we stand today, but I believe we have
a clear, forward-looking vision in place that will guarantee the right naval forces
for the future.

Certainly, the future holds great challenges for the Navy and Marine Corps. The
unrelenting operational demands on our forces and our people are threatening to
diminish our readiness. While we have not seen declines in readiness in our de-
ployed forces, the overall tempo of operations is beginning to weaken our ability to
train the forces which will follow them on station. We must ensure adequate re-
sources, training and quality of life initiatives to maintain the readiness of our Sail-
ors, Marines and civilians.

We will need strong, positive leadership and teamwork now, by this Department
and by the Congress, to ensure our naval forces will continue to be just as ready
in 2010 and 2020. I want to discuss some of the budget and program issues that
are important to the future of the Navy and Marine Corps.

First, the budget. We have made a concerted effort over the past year to improve
what is already an active, engaged process for the budget, both within the Depart-
ment of the Navy, and with Congress. I believe, as a result, we have a positive rela-
tionship which makes our tough choices more clear, and I thank each of you for
making that relationship a healthy reality.

With regard to modernization efforts, our programs will continue to harness the
potential of the Revolution in Military Affairs (RMA). The Department of the Navy
1s at the leading edge of this effort, actively embracing strategic concepts such as
information warfare, cooperative engagement capability, urban warfare, and net-
work-centric warfare.

We are encouraging the creation of innovative concepts, through the Navy’s Fleet
Battle Experiments, the Marines’ Warfighting Laboratory, the upcoming Navy War-
fare Development Command at Newport, as well as through active leadership to
stimulate ideas from within the force.

The revolution in military affairs is being aggressively coupled with the Revolu-
tion in Business Affairs (RBA) by the Department of the Navy. We are doing so by
streamlining processes in procurement and acquisition, support services and logis-
tics, through the use of commercial off-the-shelf technology, and by plans to reorga-
nize and reduce our infrastructure. These programs will guarantee future savings,
but they require dedicated funds to allow us to capitalize on these revolutions.

Our major modernization programs are on track, and I thank you for this commit-
tee’s active support. We have forwarded a plan for accelerated procurement of CVN
77, which will be the first new carrier of the 21st century, a dramatically advanced
platform, and will provide the vital bridge to our next generation carrier, CVX

The F/A-18 E/F Super Hornet promises a great future for carrier-based aviation.
The over-publicized wing drop problem has been managed well and we are now in
the process of selecting the best fix among several workable options to fully correct
it. Our test plan is on track to finalize our solution next month. This will allow us
to incorporate our fix into all production aircraft. Super Hornet represents what we
demand for our carriers—the best strike asset we can afford.

The Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) is an integral part of our forward-looking plan for
naval aviation. I have made visits to both design teams, and I am confident a
healthy competition is in place that will guarantee the Navy and Marine Corps the
right aircraft for our next generation strike aircraft needs. Our goal is to get the
most modern aircraft to the fleet as quickly and affordably as possible. Super Hor-
net and JSF do exactly that.

The Surface Combatant 21 family, led by its first member, the multipurpose DD
21, with its focus on land attack, will help revolutionize the Navy’s shipbuilding and
warfighting strategy. This modern surface combatant represents an exciting main-
stay for our battle groups of tomorrow, because of the tremendous leap in effective-
ness it will bring, at significant manpower and cost savings.

Another exciting program that we continue to develop is the Theater Ballistic Mis-
sile Defense (TBMD) capability that is embedded in our Aegis cruisers and destroy-
ers. These powerful ships are a promising first-line of defense for our forward-de-
ployed joint forces.

Our shipbuilding plan, overall, produces technologically superior ships such as
DDG 51, LPD 17 and the New Attack Submarine. The average rate of production
in the future years defense plan (FYDP) is adequate in the near term to support
the projected fiscal year 2003 force of about 300 ships. However, beyond the FYDP,
this rate of production will not permit us to maintain the required ship and aircraft
inventory.

The operational commitments undertaken by the Navy and Marine Corps today
require a certain force level to satisfy both personnel optempo concerns and world-
wide presence missions. Our rate of new ship and aircraft construction must recapi-
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talize the force in the long term to maintain this balance. We need to ensure that,
in the future, adequate modernization funding is provided in order to fulfill tomor-
row’s tasking.

The Navy and Marine Corps’ worldwide commitments today include the extended
operations in Bosnia. In order to continue our forward-presence in this critical thea-
ter, we will need your support for a supplemental budget request to meet additional
costs for the Bosnia operation in 1998.

Let me turn now to what is my favorite topic: the Sailors, Marines and civilian
employees of the Department of the Navy. They are the most proud, professional,
diverse and intelligent this Nation has ever known. They are the primary reason
we remain the world’s greatest Navy and Marine Corps.

We ask a great deal of our people, and we continue to ask more. Our forces today
must be ready for a vast array of mission tasking, across the full spectrum of com-
bat and non-traditional uses of military force. As a result, our people are warriors
in the classic sense, and compassionate and discriminate in the human sense. This
requires time, training and a truly multi-faceted and motivated Sailor or Marine.

We are proud of the tailored programs we have developed to transform the best
of our society into Sailors or Marines. New leadership development programs at boot
camp—“Battle Stations” for the Navy, and the “Crucible” for the Marine Corps—
are already forging smarter Sailors and Marines, and giving them the skills and the
mindset to capitalize on the Revolution in Military Affairs of which they will be a
vital part.

On the recruiting front, we continue in our efforts to attract highly qualified and
culturally diverse officer and enlisted candidates. This is a challenging time: for the
first two months of fiscal year 1998, Navy recruiting accessed only 91 percent of
goal. If that trend continues through fiscal year 1998, it may lead to an annual ac-
cession goal shortfall of 4,000 personnel. On the Marine Corps side, we are on track
with our accession goals.

We are addressing the challenge for Navy recruiting head-on with a number of
new initiatives, including direct involvement by our top leadership. I have person-
ally prepared a letter to go to over 20,000 high school principals around the country
to solicit their support for quality recruits. I would ask that wherever possible, each
of you use your leadership position on this committee to encourage your peers when
you are home, to mention the opportunities available in the Navy and Marine
Corps.

Retention, also, is a critical area of focus for us. Our people are our greatest re-
source, and indeed, my highest priority. We will continue to listen carefully to the
concerns of our Sailors, Marines and civilians, and we will continue to search for
innovative ways to improve health care, retirement, deployment schedules, housing
and other areas. We must work together in continuing to attract and retain the
highest quality people for our Navy-Marine Corps Team.

Success in the two critical areas on which I have focused—modernization of the
force, and taking care of our people—requires significant investment, now. Much of
that investment is in place with our aggressive initiatives to improve efficiency in
everything we do. But much more will have to come from a reduction in our infra-
structure. We simply have too much infrastructure for the size of the force we envi-
sion in the next few years. To continue to operate this way is not good business.

The Department of the Navy will continue to make the tough choices that it must
in the budget process. I ask each of you to help us do the same, to reduce our over-
hﬁadaanywhere that we can, primarily through additional base closures in the years
ahead.

One additional area I must mention is the Law of the Sea Treaty. I am concerned
that the United States is not a party to the Treaty. This absence is incompatible
with our Department’s active engagement and leadership in maritime affairs and
has potentially negative effects for the credibility of our overall national maritime
policy. The Treaty, in its improved, current form, is a winning proposition for the
U.S., and I ask each of you to consider its ratification at the earliest opportunity.

In closing, let me say that I am tremendously proud to serve as Secretary of our
Nation’s Navy-Marine Corps Team. We are a forward-thinking, forward-looking or-
ganization: we are both America’s premier fighting force, and a positive influence
for sustaining peace on the world stage.

We currently have a near-continuous presence in four major regions: the Medi-
terranean Sea, the Arabian Gulf/Indian Ocean, the Western Pacific and the Carib-
bean. On any given day of the year, day-in and day-out, over half of our Navy-Ma-
rine Corps Team is underway, at sea. A major challenge we face for future oper-
ations is ensuring that we can continue to meet this operational tempo required of
our forces—both in terms of people and equipment.
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Let me repeat that our vision of the way ahead is sound, and is in line with the
Nation’s fundamental interests. But the means to get there are becoming less and
less clear. I believe, as I know you do, that we have the appropriate vision, and it
is worth fighting for. I will say as I did earlier, we must ensure adequate resources,
training and quality of life initiatives to ensure our Sailors and Marines remain for-
ward-deployed and ready, anytime anywhere.

Thank you for your leadership, enthusiasm and support for our Sailors, Marines
and civilians who stand the watch. I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you
today. I look forward to responding to your questions.

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 1998 POSTURE STATEMENT

This posture statement reflects the continuing process of transformation initiated
by the Department of the Navy in 1992 with publication of “...From the Sea”—a
bold step taken to ensure the Navy-Marine Corps Team remained at the forefront
of America’s defenses in a rapidly changing world. Since then, “...From the Sea”
has been refined and expanded upon with publication of “Forward...From the Sea”
(1994), “Operational Maneuver...From the Sea” (1996), and “The Navy Operational
Concept” (1997).

Our transformation process continues today, exploiting technologies from the Rev-
olutions in Military and Business Affairs to give our forces the power and efficiency
to dominate the battlefields of tomorrow. By doing so, we are well on the way to
achieving our vision of highly effective, forward-deployed naval forces capable of
shaping the peace, responding to the full spectrum of crises, and preparing for fu-
ture threats. It is a process of innovation and growth which leverages the un-
matched power, timeliness, and operational independence of aircraft carrier battle
groups and amphibious ready groups which serve as the foundation of our Nation’s
forward defense.

The future holds great challenges for the Navy and Marine Corps, both operation-
ally and organizationally, as we strive to protect our Nation’s strategic investment
in the world’s finest naval force. We must ensure adequate resources, training, and
quality of life initiatives maintain the readiness of our Sailors, Marines and civil-
ians, and allow them to continue their heritage of Honor, Courage and Commitment.

This posture statement illustrates the framework adopted by the Department of
the Navy to achieve our vision of 21st century excellence, strengthening the
unrivaled Navy-Marine Corps Team so vital to America’s present—and future—se-
curity.

JOoHN H. DALTON,
Secretary of the Navy.

ADMIRAL J.L. JOHNSON, USN,
Chief of Naval Operations.

GENERAL C. C. KruLak, USMC,
Commandant of the Marine Corps.

THE NAVY-MARINE CORPS TEAM

Answering the Nation’s Call: Anytime, Anywhere

Forward-deployed and combat ready, naval forces embody the President’s Na-
tional Security Strategy for a New Century. Our nation recognizes the vital role of
military engagement in supporting U.S. national interests and objectives. Because
they are forward deployed every day, naval forces are a critical component of our
nation’s global engagement strategy. As delineated in the National Military Strat-
egy, they provide the essential tools to shape the international environment, to re-
spond to the full range of crises, and to prepare for an uncertain future.

We live in a complex and ever-changing world. The growth during this decade of
democracies and free market economies is most encouraging. Yet nationalism, eco-
nomic inequities, and ethnic tensions remain a fact of life and challenge us with dis-
order—and sometimes chaos. As both positive and negative changes take shape, the
United States has become what some call the “indispensable nation”—the only na-
tion with the technological capability and acknowledged benevolent objectives to en-
sure regional stability.

The National Defense Panel recently pointed to the rapidly changing international
environment and underlined the requirement for a “transformation strategy,” a co-
herent plan for creating the forces the United States will need to deal with the chal-
lenges ahead. The Navy-Marine Corps team recognized the need for such a strategy
more than five years ago, and began to transform itself with the seminal white

«

paper “...From the Sea.” That white paper, its companion “Forward...From the
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Sea,” and the concepts outlined in “Operational Maneuver...From the Sea” and
“Forward...From the Sea: The Navy Operational Concept” changed the direction of
the Department of the Navy dramatically and began just such a transformation
strategy.

The focus of this strategic concept is to influence events ashore directly and deci-
sively from the sea—anytime, anywhere. The strategic concepts embedded in
“...From the Sea” and “Forward...From the Sea” easily adapted to the Quadren-
nial Defense Review tenets of shaping the international environment, responding to
the full spectrum of crises, and preparing now for an uncertain future. Shaping and
responding require presence—maintaining forward-deployed combat-ready naval
forces. Being “on scene” matters! It is and will remain a distinctly naval contribu-
tion to peacetime engagement. As sovereign extensions of our nation, naval forces
can move freely across the international seas and be brought to bear quickly when
needed. The transformation that the Navy-Marine Corps team has begun seeks to
build on these enduring attributes of naval power and ensure that they remain our
strengths in the next century.

The balanced, concentrated striking power of aircraft carrier battlegroups and am-
phibious ready groups lies at the heart of our nation’s ability to execute its strategy
of peacetime engagement. Their power reassures allies and deters would-be aggres-
sors, even as it demonstrates a unique ability to respond to a full range of crises.
From their forward-deployed locations in the Mediterranean, the Arabian Gulf, the
Western Pacific and the Caribbean, naval forces offer the National Command Au-
thorities (NCA) a wide range of options—in effect a “rheostat” that can be dialed
up or down to put the appropriate forces on scene when needed whatever the evolv-
ing crisis.

Operating in international waters and unfettered by constraints of sovereignty,
naval forces are typically on scene or the first to arrive in response to a crisis. The
inherent flexibility of naval forces allows a minor crisis or conflict to be resolved
quickly by on-scene forces. During more complex scenarios, naval forces provide the
joint force commander with a full range of options tailored for the specific situation.
From these strategic locations, naval forces shape the battlespace for further oper-
ations.

Tradition and Teamwork: Hallmarks of Success

Tradition is embedded in the Navy-Marine Corps team. As we look toward the
new millennium, we emphasize our traditional core values of honor, courage, and
commitment. These timeless ideals remain at the center of everything we do.

Teamwork is another Navy-Marine Corps trait. It ranges from teamwork within
individual units, to cooperative efforts among units, to coordination throughout the
Department of the Navy. The Navy and Marine Corps also can integrate forces into
any joint task force or allied coalition quickly.

Charting a Course for Future Success

The Department of the Navy is no stranger to innovation or to “Revolutions in
Military Affairs.” It has undertaken three such revolutions in the past one hundred
years: the first occurred in the 1890’s; another with carriers and amphibious war-
fare in the 1920’s and 1930’s; and the third with the ballistic missile submarine
force in the 1960’s.

In “ ..From the Sea” and “Forward...From the Sea,” we have sown the seeds of
yet another revolutionary change in naval power, one that will ensure our continued
contribution to our national security in a changing world. It revolves about an easily
understood axiom: the purpose of naval forces is to influence events ashore directly
and decisively from the sea—anytime, anywhere.

NAVAL EXPEDITIONARY FORCES: FULL SPECTRUM CAPABILITY

The President’s National Security Strategy for a New Century identifies engage-
ment as a critical ingredient in maintaining peace and stability around the world.
Our National Military Strategy specifies three tasks: shape the international envi-
gonment, respond to the full spectrum of crises, and prepare now for an uncertain
uture.

Shaping the International Environment

Naval forces project U.S. influence and power abroad in ways that promote re-
gional economic and political stability, which in turn serves as a foundation for pros-
perity. Naval forces remain continually engaged around the world as a visible tool
of U.S. foreign policy. The power-projection capabilities of our aircraft carrier battle
groups and amphibious ready groups provide a potent response to aggression. Our
forces shape the local security calculus by being there—a visible, powerful presence
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with a full range of options. These same forces reassure allies of our commitment
to regional peace and stability. Routine exercises with allied forces enhance coalition
interoperability and add to our collective ability to respond to attack. Sailors and
Marines do this every day of the year. Nearly one-third of Navy and Marine Corps
operational forces—more than 60,000 men and women and 100 ships—are deployed
around the world. Carrier battle groups and amphibious ready groups provide near-
continuous presence in four major deployment areas: the Mediterranean Sea, the
Arabian Gulf/Indian Ocean, the Western Pacific, and the Caribbean. In Japan, we
anchor regional stability with the forward-stationed Independence (CV 62) Battle
Group and the Belleau Wood (LHA 3) Amphibious Ready Group. Closer to home,
the Navy’s Western Hemisphere Group is shaping the environment by strengthen-
ing the bonds to South and Latin American allies. Each of these strategic locations
provides a launching point for quick reaction by naval forces to crises virtually any-
where.

Peacetime engagement is our primary means of shaping the international envi-
ronment,; it is a traditional role for the Navy and Marine Corps. Our forces partici-
pate in an array of engagement activities, becoming forces to be reckoned with in
the regional security environment. They participate in a complete range of shaping
activities—from deterrence to coalition building—establishing new friendships and
strengthening existing ones during port visits around the world. These visits pro-
mote stability, build confidence, and establish important military-to-military rela-
tionships. In addition, port visits provide an opportunity to demonstrate good will
toward local communities, further promoting democratic ideals.

Deterrence is another shaping factor. Because foreign nuclear weapons remain a
threat, we continue our vigilant efforts to discourage their proliferation and use,
along with other weapons of mass destruction. This nation must maintain a credible
nuclear-deterrent capability. Our ballistic missile submarine (SSBN) fleet is a key
component of peacetime deterrence. The reliability and security of their command-
and-control systems, and the superb accuracy and inherent flexibility of their weap-
ons combine to convince any adversary that seeking a nuclear advantage—or even
nuclear parity—would be futile. Stealth and mobility make this force the most sur-
vivable element of our strategic nuclear triad.

However, we seek to deter more than simply the use of weapons of mass destruc-
tion. We also seek to prevent aggression with conventional forces. While the total
capability of our armed forces is a factor in such conventional deterrence, it is the
visible, forward-deployed naval expeditionary forces that have perhaps the most crit-
ical role. Naval forces act as local extensions of our sovereign national territory, able
to maneuver in international waters unencumbered by the political constraints that
may limit other forms of military power. Routine naval deployments signal both
friend and foe of our commitment to peace and stability in the region. This dem-
onstrated ability to respond rapidly to crises—and to fight and win should deter-
rence fail—offers a clear warning that aggression cannot succeed. Moreover, the
ability of the forward-deployed forces to protect local allies and secure access ashore
provide a guarantee that the full might of our joint forces can be brought to bear.
Taken together these visible U.S. capabilities foreclose opportunities for aggression
and help shape a stable local peace.

One key element of this conventional deterrence is helping allies to help them-
selves. The Navy and Marine Corps execute a full exercise schedule with nations
throughout the world. The expeditionary nature of our forces promotes interaction
with the sea, land, and air forces of numerous allies. Each exercise, large or small,
directly contributes to successful coalition building. Credible coalitions play a key
role in deterring aggression and controlling crises. Our routine interactions promote
trust and confidence, and encourage measures that increase both our security and
that of our allies.

The Navy and Marine Corps role in both conventional and strategic deterrence,
including laying the foundations for future coalitions, is a critical ingredient in our
national strategy of peacetime engagement. Forward naval forces truly shape our
international environment every day in tension spots around our uncertain world.

Providing Options for an NCA “Rheostat”

One enduring strength of naval forces is their balance. The combined capabilities
of a carrier battle group and an amphibious ready group offer air, sea, and land
power that can be applied across the full spectrum of combat. They are positioned
forward, able to provide an immediate, highly visible crisis-response capability, but
they can also be unobtrusive by operating beyond the horizon or from an undetected
submerged position. This balance and flexibility provides the National Command
Authorities (NCA) a range of military options that 1s truly unique.
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Forward presence provides an immediate response capability that prevents an ag-
gressor from achieving a fait accompli. On-scene naval forces not only shape the
battlespace—they demonstrate our capability to halt aggression long before adver-
saries can achieve their objectives. While enhancing deterrence, naval forces simul-
taneously shift the military balance in our favor by offering numerous options in re-
sponse to aggression. We force adversaries to consider multiple responses by inject-
ing uncertainty into their planning, disrupting their ability to execute a coherent
campaign, and eroding their confidence in the likelihood of success. Naval forces can
provide security and employ unique operational and logistic capabilities, allowing
civil initiatives to work. Options may range from establishing a no-fly zone to ensur-
ing delivery of humanitarian supplies.

The flexible, rapid movement of naval forces at the onset of any crisis is an ideal
way to signal our nation’s commitment. Our quick-reaction capability, combined
with self-sustaining logistics, enables the Navy-Marine Corps team to be on scene
at the outset and to remain as long as necessary to stabilize the situation. The ad-
vantage of our expeditionary nature is amplified when allied nations are reluctant
or unable to support crisis-response efforts. Naval forces provide numerous options
to the National Command Authorities, including: sea and area control; naval gunfire
for fire support; interdiction and deep strike missions; amphibious operations; spe-
cial warfare operations; and Marine air-ground task force operations ashore. The
mobility and agility of naval units make them the force of choice in a wide variety
of situations. The presence of naval forces in the early stages of a crisis reminds
a would-be aggressor of the overwhelming power that can be projected from the con-
tinental United States.

There are numerous examples of the Navy-Marine Corps team providing instanta-
neous real-world support of the National Command Authorities. In mid-1997, the
Nassau (LHA 4) Amphibious Ready Group (ARG), with the 26th Marine Expedition-
ary Unit (Special Operations Capable) (MEU(SOC)) embarked, and the Kearsarge
(LHD 3) ARG, with 22d MEU(SOC) embarked, planned sequential noncombatant
evacuation operations in the former Zaire, Sierra Leone, and Albania. The geo-
graphic